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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Romer has taken over Lord Justice Ourrry’s 
chambers, and sits in the court formerly occupied by Mr. Justice 
Norrn. 





WE LxAry, too late for detailed comment this week, that Mr. 
E. W. Byrns, Q.C, has been appointed to the vacant Judge- 
ship in the Chancery Division. 





Lorp Justice Curry was sworn in as a Judge of the Court 
of Appeal on Satarday last at the Lord Chancellor’s country seat 
at Stanmore. It was expected that the Jord Justice would be 


sworn in as a Privy Councillor on Friday in this week. 





‘REFERRING To your observations on the form of oath,”’ 
writes a correspondent, ‘there is a curious form which may 
interest your readers. It is the judicial oath of office in the 
Isle of Man, and bears evident marks of antiquity in the 
quaintness of its worde. ‘By this Book and the holy contents 
thereof, and by the wonderful works that God hath miracu- 
lously wrought in heaven above and in the earth beneath in six 
days and seven nights, I do swear that I will, without respect 
of favour or friendship, love or gain, consanguinity or affinity, 
envy or malice, execute the laws of this isle justly between our 
Sovereign Lady tho Queen and her subjects within this isle 
and betwixt party and party as indifferently as the herring’s 
backbone doth lie in the midst of the fish.’ We are able to 
appreciate the accuracy of metaphor contained in the concluding 
words better in these days, probably, than was possible before 
the discovery of the Réatgen rays and its application to photo- 
graphy; but what puzzles me about the above form is the 
reference to the creation as having taken place in six days and 
seven nights. The statement is — intended to reflect 
the Biblical account of the creation; but I cannot find therein 
the seventh night. This, however, is not a legal question. I 
may add that I am informed that the governor of the Isle of 
Man on taking office swears holding a staff straight in his hand 
and promising ‘to do justice as uprightly as this staff standeth.’ 
It is to be hoped that he always holds that staff very straight.” 





g Act, 1892 (55 & 


By virtve of section 3 of the Com 
assigoment or under- 
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letting without licence are now, unless the contrary is expressly 
provided, fo be deemed to be subject to a proviso that no fine or 
sum of money in the nature of a fine shall be payable in 
respect of the licence; but the recent case of Re Cosh’s Contract 
Ne W. R. 117) shews that, while the lessor is thus precluded 
m making a direct demand for money as the price of his 
consent, he is not necessarily excluded from obtaining a 
et advantage for himself. In that case a building lease 
been ted under which the lessee was to erect certain 
buildings, and he was to give such security as the lessors might 
require for the performance of his contract with them. They 
required and obtained the deposit of £1,000 and the guarantee 
of a third on by whom the lessee was being financed. This 
was held by Srirutve, J., and the Oourt of Appeal to exhaust 





— their right to security. But when the rent was over £3,000 in 


arrear the lessee applied for a licence to assign part of the 
premises, and as a condition of giving the licence the lessors 
asked for a deposit of a further sum of £2,000 by the lessee or 
the guarantor by way of security for the performance of the 
contract. Clearly this came very near to demanding “‘a fine or 
a sum of money in the nature of a fine,’ and the lessee appealed 
from the demand successively to Strriine, J., and to the Court of 
A , but in each case without success. The demand against 
which the statute is aimed, so it was held, is the demand of a 
sum of money which is to pass straight into the pocket of the 
lessor, but in the present case the money was required as a 
deposit only, which, if the contract was duly fulfilled, would be 
) repaid, and the distinction was sufficient to uphold the demand 
| of the lessors. This case appears to afford a hint to lessors of a 
mode of securing their rent upon an assignment, say to a com- 


pany. 








Unper titz Limitation Act, 1623 (21 Jac. 1,c. 16), actions of 
debt must be brought within six years of the cause of action, 
though if, at the time of the accrual of the cause of action, the 
debtor is beyond the seas, the six years does not begin to run 
till his return. Ordinarily, so soon as there is a cause of action, 
an action may be brought, and no question can arise as to any 
distinction between the date of the accrual of the cause of action 
and the date of the right to bring the action. In the case, how- 
ever, of costs due to a solicitor, it is provided by section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), that no action is to be 
commenced to recover them until the expiration of one month 
after the delivery of a signed bill of costs. An interval conse- 
quently must elapse between the date when the solicitor’s ser- 
vices have been completed, and when, accordingly, his costs 
become due (J/arris v. Osbourn, 2 Or. & M. 629) and the cause 
of action arises, and the date when the action can be brought. 
In Coburn v. Colledge, decided by Cuantzs, J., this week, the work 
was completed by the solicitor in May, 1889. The client left 
England on the 7th of June, and the signed bill of costs was 
delivered on the 12th of June. The client did not return till 
1896, and on the 12th of June, 1896, the writ was issued. The 
Statute of Limitations was a bar, therefore, if it began to operate 
upon the accrual of the cause of action in May, 1889, though 
if the date from which it ran was the date of the delivery of 
the bill, the client’s absence beyond seas would have excluded 
the statute till 1896, and the action would have been in time. 
Having regard, however, to the express mention in the Statute 
of James of the “‘ cause of action” as the date from which the 
six yearsis to be reckoned, it seems impossible to make allow- 
ance for any postponement of the right of action. So, 
i ade Onar.zs, J., held, and the plaintiff’s claim was 
arred. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, raises an 
important question as to the increase of the number of trustees 


of a settlement by the appointment of an additional trustee | 


when there is no existing vacancy in the trust. For the case 
where there is a vacancy and an appointment is being made to 
fill it, express provision is made by the Trustee Act, 1893. 
Under section 10, ‘‘on the appointment of a new trustee for the 
whole or any part of the trust property, the number of trustees 
may be increased ’’—words, it isclear, which assume an existing 
vacancy (see Re Gregson’s Trusts, 34 Ch. D. 209), Where there 


desired, recourse must be had to the court, and the court will 
appoint, under section 25 of the Trustee Act, 1893, if it is 
of opinion that the appointment of an additional trustee ig 
expedient (Re Gregson’s Trusts). From the case just mentioned 
and from Re Brackenbury’s Trusts (L. R. 10 Eq. 45) it would 
seem that the court will deem the appointment expedient when- 
ever it is desired by the beneficiaries, at any rate when the 
number of trustees is to be increased from one to two or from 
two tothree. But whether the same power should be, as our 
correspondent suggests, incident to the statutory power of 
appointing out of court, requires some consideration. The 
original trustees are nominated by the settlor, and while they 
are acting there is not the same reason for allowing a departure 
from his arrangement that there is upon the occasion of a 
change in the trust. As a matter of practice, also, it is probably 
most convenient for there to be only two trustees. The larger the 
number of the trustees the greater is the trouble in dealing with 
the trust estate, and, unless the settlor has himself shewna 
desire to have more than two, there is in general no sufficient 
reason for increasing the number. The possibility of the trust 
property being left by death in the hands of a sole trustee is, 
perhaps, hardly a ground for requiring the addition throughout 
the whole continuance of a trust of a third trustee. At the same 
time, if the desire for an additional trustee is common to the 
existing trustees and to the beneficiaries, there is no reason why 
it should not be possible to give effect to it without the trouble 
and expense of going to the court. The case would perhaps be 
most satisfactorily met by requiring that the appointment 
should be made only with the concurrence of the existing 
trustees and the tenant for life. 





In tue case of Reg. v. Scott and Others, supposing that the 
testimony of Kast was trustworthy, it was most unfortunate 
for the defendants that he should have died without having given 
any admissible evidence. There could, of course, be no doubt as to 
the defamatory nature of the libels, and the publication of them 
was undisputed. The defendants, therefore, had to rely entirely 
on their plea of justification. As soon as Kast was dead, how- 
ever, it clearly became impossible to support the whole of the 
plea of justification. In the well-known case of Reg. v. Newman 
(1 E. & B. 558) the defendant pleaded justification, and alleged 
the truth of more than twenty separate imputations against the 
prosecutor. At the trial no evidence was offered in support of 
some of the imputations, whilst evidence was offered in support 
of others. The jury found one charge, and one only, to have 
been proved. Upon this finding the court held that the 





defendant must be convicted, as the prosecutor was entitled toa 
verdict unless the defandani-praxad_to the aalinfacton of the 
jury the truth of al/ the material allegations ia his plea 0 
ustification. On the authority of this decision, therefore, the 
SStondants in the recent case were unable to avoid a verdict 
against them in the absence of any evidence of Kasr. If, 
however, they had attempted to prove some of the allega- 
tions provable without Kasr, and if they had succeeded in 
proving such allegations, the defendants would have clearly 
been in a much better position when punishment had to be 
awarded. Not only does this seem obvious apart from any 
authority, but section 6 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 96 expressly enacts 
that where a defendant is convicted after a plea of justification 
‘*it shall be competent to the court, in pronouncing sentence, to 
consider whether the guilt of the defendant is aggravated or 
mitigated by the said plea and by the evidence given to prove 
or to disprove the same.” All offers, however, by the judge 
and by the counsel for the prosecution to facilitate such a course 
were refused by the counsel for the defendants. The whole 
plea of justification, therefore, was left without support and was 
in fact withdrawn. Probably everyone will agree that the 
sentences awarded for such peculiarly atrocious libels did not 
err on the side of severity. 





Counsgt For the surviving male defendants in the above case 
made a grievance of the fact that, as the law stands, he had 
been unable to call evidence in support of the truth of the libels 





is no vacancy and an increase of the number of trustees is: when the case was before the magistrate at the police court. 
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Of course if the deceased Kasr had given evidence before the 
magistrate, his deposition might have been used at the trial 
after his death. The charge against the defendants, however, 
was not under section 4 of the above-mentioned Act, which relates 
to the offence of publishing a libel “‘ knowing the same to be 
false” ; it was under section 5, which makes it necessary merely 
to prove the publication and the defamatory nature of the 


4 matter published. When the latter charge is made, the truth of 


J 


the libel is absolutely immaterial to the inquiry before the 
magistrates, and they ought to commit the defendant for trial 
whether or not they believe the libels to be true. Before the 
above-mentioned Act the truth of a libel afforded no defence at all 
to a criminal charge of libel. By that Act the truth of the libel 
may be enquired into, and does constitute a defence, if the pub- 
lication were for the public benefit; but the truth can only be 
inquired into where it has_heen_specifically alleged in a plea to 
the indictment. It was held in Reg. v. Carden (28 W. RB. 133, 5, 
OB. D. 1) that, in hearing a charge under section 5, the magis- 
trates must confine the evidence to the question whether the 
case is such as ought to be sext for trial, and that the truth of 
the libel cannot arise or be enquired into at this stage of the 
proceedings. Cocxsurn, O.J., said: ‘‘Suppose the defendant 
had succeeded fully and entirely in shewing the truth of the 
libel. What, then, would have been the duty of the magis- 
trate? He would, nevertheless, have been bound to send the 
case for trial, because by the statute the truth of the libel does 
not constitute a defence until the statutory conditions are com- 
plied with, and they cannot be complied with at that stago of 
the enquiry. There must first be a commitment or holding to 


bail, then indictment, and_then a plea such as may satisfy the 
exigency of the statutory conditions.” If, however, a charge is 


preferred under section 4, of publishing a h owing it to be 
false, Lusu, J., expressed his opinion (and his Seen does not 


at evidence of tru 








Vh ee ee ee ees” is ced Ziven before a Magistrate with the view of reducing 
/ th arge to the lesser offence under section 5. It seems 


A q on. 


obvious that, as guilty knowledge is the essence of the more 
serious charge, if it can be shewn to the satisfaction of the 
magistrates that the libel is true, the defendant should not be 
committed on that charge. 





Tus atrempr in Zane v. Cox (ante, p. 142) to impose upon the 
landlord of a house liability for injury caused by its defective 
condition to a stranger entering the house has failed in the 
Court of Appeal, as it did before Lord Russett, C.J. The case for 
the plaintiff was that he was employed by the tenant of the 
house, and in the course of his employment he had to carry an 
article of furniture down the stairs. The stairs gave way in 
consequence of a defect which was alleged to have existed at 
the time when the house was let, and the plaintiff was injured. 
The action was brought against the landlord for damages for 
his negligence in letting the house in this state. There was, of 
course, no contractual relation between the plaintiff and the 
landlord, and in suing for negligence the plaintiff had to face 
the initial and, as it turned out, insurmountable difficulty of 
establishing a duty on the part of the landlord towards him, in 
the observance of which the landlord had been negligent. The 
most comprehensive definition of duty as between one person 
and another is, perhaps, that given by Brerr, M.R., in Heaven 
v. Pender (11 Q. B. D., p. 509). Shortly put, it runs: When- 
ever one person is placed in such a position with regafd to 
another that he must recognize that if he does not use ordinary 
care and skill he will cause danger of injury to the other, he 
is under a duty to use ordinary care and skill to avoid such 
danger.” It is possible that this principle might be construed to 
cover the case of a landlord who lets a house in a defective con- 
dition, knowing that both the tenant and the visitors of the 

| wth te teeeded. cad those de nat inalade the ease hr, 
// on which it is founded, and these do not @ the 
or ; @ landlord an e tenan' 
‘Wrinfurnished house, the tenant takes the house in its existing 
state without any guarantee of fitness for occupation, and it 
would be difficult to place persons entering the house by the in- 
Vitation of the tenant on a better footing than the tenant him- 


| sentiment of Scotland would be outraged 








self. The letting of the house is not treated as an invitation to 
the tenant or anyone else to enter it for the landlord's pu 

or the result might be different. It is a letting to the tenant at 
the tenant’s risk, and neither to the tenant nor to other people 
entering the house does the landlord owe any duty. Such is 
the Jaw now laid down by the Court of Appeal, and it involved 
the failure of the plaintiff's claim. 





AN AMENDMENT of section 22 of the Friendly Societies Act, 
1875, which was made by section 10 of the Act of 1895, and is 
now incorporated in section 68 of the Consolidating Act of last 
year, has received judicial construction in the Court of Appeal 
in Palliser v. Dale. Under section 22 of the Act of 1875 every 
dispute between a member and the society had to be decided in 
manner directed by the rules of the society, and an aggrieved 
member was deprived, therefore, of his ordinary right of 
recourse to the courts of law to obtain redress. But in Prentice 
v. London (L. R. 10 C. P. 679) it was held that this provision 
did not apply where the society denied that the person with 
whom they were in dispute was a member. ‘The object of the 
provision,” said Linpiey, L.J., ‘was the easy settlement of 
internal disputes between the trustees and officers of the society 
and its members.” This assumed both parties to be members 
of the body. If the matter in controversy was whether the 
party was a member or not, this was clearly not a matter of 
internal arrangement. Or, as Brert, J., put it, a dispute as to 
whether a party was a member or not was not a dispute 
between the society and the plaintiff as a member. This deci- 
sion was followed in Willis vy. Wells (41 W.R.64; 1892, 2 
Q. B. 225). But by section 10 of the Act of 1895 the provision 
in question was extended to include the disputes between the 
society and aggrieved ns who had for not more than six 
months ceased to be members. It is not improbable that this 
change was made with a view to the decision in Prentice v. 
London and Willis v. Wells, and that the object was to bring 
disputes as to membership under the ordinary rule as to disputes 
between members and the society, provided the specified limit 
of time has not been exceeded. On the other hand, the words 
introduced in 1895 will bear the construction that the dispute 
must still be with respect to rights arising out of the admitted 
membership of the aggrieved Fes and the effect of the 
change is simply to keep the settlement of such a dispute within 
the forum established by the rules of the society, notwithstand- 
ing that the actual membership has come to an end. If this is 
so, the we | ye not r? its bean any more than a  Gisoated 
state, exclude from the ordi courts a question i 
raembership. In Palliser v. Dale the Court of Appeal have 
taken the latter view, and upon the facts of the case they held 
that the plaintiff had been improperly expelled from the society 
of bp lg a ge —_ An_fiunotion ve 
gran i to restrain them from excluding him from 

b f = v z 


the benefits of the society. 














ANOTHER NEW PAGE OF HISTORY, 
In a previous issue, under the heading “‘A New Page of 
History ” (ante, p. 123), we endeavoured to throw a new light 
upon the question of service of an originating summons out of 
the jurisdiction, with special reference to Scotland. In that 
articl e we called attention to the remarkable fact that whereas 
the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court in land had in 
1894 been induced by Scotch opposition to re their rule 
allowing an English originating summons to be served in Scot- 
land (and elsewhere out of the jurisdiction), the Irish Supreme 
Court had for several years prior to 1894 the power 
(which it still exercises) to serve an Irish ye pee summons 
in England and Scotland. In'1894 we were told that the national 
if the Supreme Court in 
land insisted on taking to itself the right to serve a 
cess in Scotland except the Queen’s writ. Our judges wi w 
their rule, not having any desire to offend our brethren across 
the border. That they gave way without sufficient cause is 
evidenced by the fact to which we called attention in our 
previous article on this subject—namely, that the service of 
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Irish originating summonses in Scotland had never been objected 
to by the Scotch. But when we now add that every county 
court in England and Wales has a right to order service of its 
summonses in Scotland, and further, that the Court of Session 
and the Sheriffs Courts in Scotland haye long possessed and 
exercised an unrestricted right to serve their writs and 
summonses in England and Ireland, the absurdity of the pre- 
sent state of affairs, under which a similar right is denied to 
ve in the English Supreme Court, stands out in all its bald 
ty. 


The facts of the following case afford proof of our statement 
with regard to the English county courts, and they shew at the 
same time the inconvenience of the present arrangement. In 
Wood v. Middleton (reported ante, p. 157) the action was 
commenced in the county court of Cumberland, and the process 
was served in Scotland under ord. 51, r. 23, of the County Court 
Rules, 1889, which is in the following terms: 

‘* Where a defendant, sued under section 67 of the Act, shall be 
out of England or Wales, the judge, or in his absence the 
registrar, may, upon an affidavit of the fact, direct the service of 
the summons to be effected within such time and in such manner 
as the judge or registrar may think fit.’’ 


The action was subsequently transferred to the Chancery 
Division of the High Court. Prior to its transfer the defendant 
had raised an objection to the jurisdiction. On its transfer to 
the High Court ho again raised the same objection, which had 
been left undecided in the county court. Srreuie, J., in giving 
judgment, decided that the service effected was good service 
under the county court rule, and that ifthe action had remained 
in the county court the objection raised could not have been 
sustained. Inasmuch, however, as the action ought to have 
been commenced in the High Court, and the High Court juris- 
diction as to service in Scotland was more restricted than that 
of the county court, the judge held that the defendant was 
entitled to raise in the High Court the objection to jurisdiction 
which could not have been entertained in the county court. 

The above decision is obviously right, but that a judge of the 
High Oourt should have to give such a decision is obviously 
wrong. Section 67 of the County Courts Act, 1888, gives the 
county court jurisdiction in equity for certain purposes with a 


of the cause, addressed to such defender, at his residence or 
place of. business in Eagland or Ireland enclosing a fall 
copy of the summons or other writ, including the warrant of 
citation and citation following thereon, shall be held to be re.. 
sonable notice within the meaning of this Act. 

**5, That in pronouncing decree in absence against any defender 
designed in the summons or other writ as resident or carrying on 
business at some particular place in England or Ireland, the 
interlocutor of the Lord Ordinary shall expressly bear, that the 
Lord Ordinary has been satisfied by proper evidence that reason. 
able notice of the summons or other writ has been given either to 
the defender’s known agent in Scotland, or to the defender 
himself at his residence or place of business, as the case may be” 
(p. A. 189). 


We have given these enactments in full, because, if we para- 
phrased them, it might be thought that we were over-stating 
our case. Let us contrast the position of an Eaglishman suing 
a Scotchman, and a Scotchman suing an Englishman, both of 
them suing by writ of summons—for the term ‘‘ summons or 
other writ’ in the above enactments means what we call a writ 
of summons (Form, p. A. 61). 

The Englishman is obliged to go to a judge in person to 
obtain leave. He must first prove that the nature of his claim 
is within the strict limits of ord. 11, r. 1, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court. He must further show tiat there is no con- 
current remedy in Scotland, and, if the case is under sub-section 
j (e), that the defendant is not domiciled or ordinarily resident in 
Scotland. If there is a concurrent remedy ia Scotland he is 
required to shew that ‘the comparative cost and convenience” 
of proceeding in England is so greatly in favour of that course 
that the order for service ought to be made. Having obtained 
his order, he must send the writ to Scotland to be served per- 
sonally, otherwise he cannot obtain any judgment in default 
against the defendant. The Englishman, therefore, has severe 
restrictions imposed upon his right to sue a Scotchman. 

The Scotchman is not so much governed. He is at liberty to 
sue an Englishman in a Scotch court without leave, without 
restriction as to the nature of his claim, and without regard to 
the existence or otherwise of any concurrent remedy in England. 
He requires no order to sue, no order to serve, and, indeed, no 
service, as we understand theterm. He simply gets his sum- 








mons signeted, or issued, sends a copy of it in a registered letter 


limitation up to £500. As the law now stands a plaintiff suing | posted at the Edinburgh Post Office to the defender in England, 
under that section for relief not exceeding £500 has a right to! waits fourteen days, and, if the Englishman does not appear, 
serve his summons in Scotland in such manner as the registrar } proceeds to enter an edictal citation and get a “decree in 


may think fit, whereas if he issues an originating summons out 
of the Chancery Division of the High Court—let us say for 
foreclosure or redemption—and the amount of the charge 
exceeds the sum of £500, the judge of the High Court has no 
ower to order service of the originating summons in Scotland. 
is is something worse than a mere absurdity. It is a serious 
injustice to litigants in the High Court. 

Let us now consider the provisions of the Scotch law for 
service of Scotch processin England. We do not pretend to be 
expert in the mysteries of Scotch legal:terms. We will thero- 
fore, in dealing with this part of our subject, give a series of 
quotations from ‘“‘The Parliament House-Book for 1896-97,” 
which we think will be sufficient to establish our assertion that 
the Scotch courts have taken to themselves an unrestricted juris- 
diction to serve their processes in England. 


** Citation. Citation is an act under legal warrant calling on a party 
to appear incourt. After a summons has been signeted it is 
ae af citing the defender, and the suit then begins 

p. A. 14). 

** Citations (edictal). Edictal citations, charges, publications, cita- 
tions, and services as against persons furth of Scotland, shall be 
done and performed by delivery of a copy thereof at the office of 
the keeper of the records of the Court of Session ’’ (p. A. 15). 


The above definitions appear to be necessary in order to make 
clear the following enactment : 


** Act of Sederunt anent Edictal Citations (18 December, 1868). The 
Lords enact and declare— 

‘1. That for the future they will not sustain any edictal citation 
against a defender who has a known residence or place of busi- 
ness in England or Ireland as sufficient citation unless ((in addi- 
tion to such edictal citation) reasonable notice of the summons or 
other writ to be served be given either to the defender’s known 

t in Scotland or to the defender himself at his residence or 
of business within England or Ireland. 

“2. That a registered a letter, posted at the General Post 
Office in Edinburgh, fourteen days prior to the first enrolment 


absence” against him. 

Regarded in the light of the above comparison, there is a 
touch of genuine Scotch humour in the persistent and successful 
efforts made in 1875, 1883, and 1894 to force the Eaglish Court 
to place restriction upon restriction on its power to serve 
Scotchmen. 

But our tale does not end here. So far we have dealt only 
with writs of summons. In the Sheriff Courts in Scotland pro- 
ceedings are commenced by a petition, appended to which isa 
warrant of citation calling upon the defender to appear. A 
form of this petition will be found in the schedule to the Act 
39 & 40 Vict.c. 70. Section 8 of that Act provides that the 
time of warning or inducic (time for appearance) shall be seven 
days for a defender in Scotland and fourteen days for a defender 
who is not in Scotland. The second paragraph of clause 9 is 
in the following words : 

‘* Where the party cited or charged has a known residence or place 
of business in England or Ireland a copy of the petition and 
citation or of the decree and > on fourteen days’ inducie 


shall be posted in a registered letter to the y at such 
address,’’ &c. = 


The above is the provision for service on persons “ furth of 
paver The following section provides for the ‘‘ decree in 
absence ” : 


‘14, On the expiration of the inducie (timé for appearance) in any 
action without appearance being entered for tne def , the 
sheriff shall, on motion of the pursuer, grant decree in absence 
in common form in terms of the prayer of the petition,’’ &c. 


It therefore ee that, both in the Court of Session and the 
lower courts in and, there is power to serve defendants in 


England by post, as a matter of right, without order. 





The conclusion of the whole matter is that, from the begin- 
‘ning of the story to the end, the English Supreme Court has 
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been far too diffident in assuming juriediction te order service 


this respect which is out of all keeping with its position as the | advantages of a lawful 


principal court in the United Kingdom, and which finds no 
reflection in the procedure regulations of the courts of Scotland, 
or of Ireland, or even of the county courts in England. 

We have dealt with this subject at some length, and quoted 
in full the enactments regulating the Scotch procedure because 
it certainly does appear to us that the time has come when 
English litigants in the High Court ought to be placed in the 
same position as regards service of process within the United 
Kingdom as that which is held by the litigants of the Scotch 
and Irish courts. 








EXECUTORS DZ SON TORT. 
II. 


1. How a man constitutes himself executor de son tort (continued). 
—It has been pointed out that a man does not make himself execu- 
tor de son tort by intermeddling with the goods of the deceased 
under a colourable claim of title, but this rule does not cover a 

Asim to the goods under a deed of gift made by the deceased 
which is void as being in fraud of creditors. It may be that 
the personal representative of the deceased is not able to set 
aside the deed (Hawes v. Leader, Cro. Jac. 270), but_at the suit 
of creditors the donee, if he has intermeddled with the gands, 
4 will be executor de son tort (Godolph. 91; Stamford’s 

s¢, 2 Leon. 223; Hdwards v. Harben, 2 T. R. 587). 

A special case where a man may be chargeable as executor 
de son tort arises under 43 Eliz, ¢, 8. That statute recites that it 
was a common practice for persons who ought to take out 
edministration to an intestate to procure administration to be 
granted to a stranger of mean estate from whom they afterwards 
took the goods of the deceased by deed of gift, thereby leaving 
creditors with only a barren right against the administrator. 
Hence it was enacted that any person so receiving goods of an 
intestate should be charged to the extent of the goods as execu- 
tor in his own wrong, allowance being made, however, for debts 
due to him from the deceased and for such payments as would be 
allowed to an executor (see Wentworth, 335). 

2. The effect upon a tortious executorship of the constitution of a 
rightful personal representative—When there is a legal personal 
representative whose title is comple hat is, when there is an 
executor who has proved the will, or when letters of administra- 
tion have been granted—a subsequent intermeddling with the 

oods of the deceased by a stranger doea not in general make 
ho strange son tort (Read’s case, 5 Rep. 336 
Sion, 1 Salk. 919). The personal peponnenesire has his remedy 
against the stranger in trespass, and the creditors can look for the 
value of the goods to the executor (Swinb. 869 ; Godolph. 94). It 
has been said, indeed, that the co-existence of a rightful personal 
representative and an executor de son tort is impossible (Hall v. 
liot, Peake N. P. 86; Zomlinv. Beck, 1 Turn. & R. 488); 
but this is opposed to the older authorities, which make a 
stranger chargeable as executor de son tort, even in the presence 
of a rightful representative, if he has interfered with the estate 
under an express claim to be rigs a oe ~ 
Godolph. 90). It has been suggested, also, that a s er is 
liable as Be de son tort if he possesses himself of goods 
before they come to the hands of the rightful executor (Went- 
worth, 327), but probably this is not correct. In such @ case 
creditors have their remedy in the name of the executor. 


ere a man has already made himself liable as execu’ d 
son tort, and afteFwards a rightful personal representative 
ted the fo ains in harg 2x@C! 
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anonymous case Salk. 313), “ 

hands before, though administration be granted afterwards, yet 
he remains chargeable as a wrongful executor, unless he 
delivers the goods over to the administrator before the action 
brought, and then he may plead plene administravit.” But 
when once an action has been ght the executor de son tort 


If an executor de son tort himself takes out administration to 
of its various processes in Scotland. It has shewn a timidity in | the deceased, this is said to purge the wrong, and he obtains all the 


I , " representative even in an action then 
pending against him (Welliamson v. Norwitch, Sty. 337), save 
that it is still at the election of a creditor whether to sue him as 
cnge oo , oe ee vr v. Woolland, 2 Ventr. 179). 
is lat sense, there the wrong is not purged 
(Godolph. 93). vi $ F 
As already observed, an ag 
intermeddles with the goods 
tort himseli ar Lana MAK, 
, an agent for an executor who 












nOy 


has proved the will can 
instance an executor de son tort, and should his principal die 
leaving another executor who has proved surviving, it is to this 
latter that the agent must account, and, though his authority is 
determined, he is still saved from the consequences of a tortious 
executorship (J/all v. Elliot, supra). But if the executcr 
who is the principal dies, and there is no other executor who 
has proved, it seems that the agent, if he continues the adminis- 
tration, becomes executor de son tort, even though he acts under 
the advice of an executor who has not proved the will (Cottle v. 
Aldrich, 4 M. & 8, 175). 

In the case just mentioned it was observed that the agent of 
the deceased executor subsequently acted on his own account, 
and not merely as the agent of the executor who had not proved. 
The case of an agent of an executor who has not proved requires 
special consideration. Since the executor derives his title 

e will he can do almost any act incident to the office without 
proving, and the probate merely confirms his title. Hence an 
agent who acts for him before probate cannot be treated as an 
executor de son tort after probate (Sykes y. Sykes, L. R. 5 O. P. 
113). If, however, the executor does not ultimately: take out 
probate, the position of the agent seems to be doubtful. 
Possibly he would suffer for the imperfection ee wee "8 
title. It has been said that an executor who ad ers with- 
out proving is liable to be sued as executor de son tort (Webster 
v. Webster, 10 Ves. 93). But there can be no doubt as to the 
primd facie lawfulness of his administration, and it would seem 
sufficient to leave creditors to their remedy against him, and not 
to treat the agent as a principal. 

There remains the case where 














. ‘ ATE rue Tran ~ 
from J7itv: . Re » P. 100) that the tort is “oe 
‘“‘If the employer becomes vAtisteaccia said Woon, 0., 
“then all she has done is made right, and all that her agent 
has done is made right also.” 





REVIEWS. 
ESTATE DUTY. 


HANDBOOK TO THE EstaTE Duty (Finance Aors, 1894 AND 1896), 
A Manvat or Law AnD Practice. By W. SowArp, of 
the Legacy and Succession xt: § Office, Somerset House. Szcowp 
Epition, Revised to Date greatly Enlarged. Waterlow & 
Sons (Limited). 

In noticing the first edition of this work we remarked that, 
enerally speaking, it was a safe guide to the construction of the 

Finance Act, 1894, and that, even w we differed from the author, 

his views were worthy of the most careful consideration. The 
resent edition, which i the alterations effected by the 
inance Act, 1896, is not less trustworthy, and is especially import- 

ant as containing much information w cannot be obtained in 
print elsewhere. The author gives the views on doubtful 

which prevail in the office, sets out in his introductory com- 

mentary the scales of Colonial-death duties. Ready reference to the 

contents of the introductory commentary is afforded 

analysis contained in the table of contents, and 

the Act reference is made to the page or pages 

where it is discussed. A more convenient book 


ment estate duty is payable upon a con 





remains liable in that capacity, and cannot discharge himself by 


payment to the rightful executor (Curtis v. Vernon, 3:'T. R. 587). 


‘‘ The law officers of the Crown have the 
in all cases where the property is settled upon a contingency, the 


justify his intermeddling by the agency. He is not in the first - 
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ro is ‘settled property’ within the meaning of the Finance 
at 1854, s. 22 (J wim For example: The deceased by his will 
gives property to his wife for life, remainder to such of his children 
us shall attain a given age, the shares of daughters to be held in 
trust for them for life, with limitations over, and at the testator’s 
death no son has attained the given age, and a daughter is then 
living. In such a case there is a contingent life interest in addition 
to the wife’s life interest in possession (see section 5 (1) (a)), which 
may extend to the whole property, and the whole property is there- 
fore considered to be ‘settled property.’ This view has met with a 
great deal of opposition from the profession, and the point is ex- 
pected to shortly come before the court. Semble, the view is right, 
sed qu. if the contingency does not take effect, should not a return of 
duty be made ? (see section 8 (1) and the Succession Duty Act, 1853 
(16 & 17 Vict. c. 51), 8. 36).” 





THE LAW OF EVIDENCE. 


THe Law or Evivence 1n Crvm Cases, By Burr W. Jongs, of 
Wisconsin Bar, Lecturer on the Law of Evidence and other 
subjects in the Law School of the University of Wisconsin. In 
Three Vols. San Francisco: Bancroft-Whitney Co. 


The authorship and place of publication of this work, as well as 
the prevailing character of the authorities on which it is based, 
indicate that it is designed primarily for the use of the American 
lawyers, but fortunately in practice it is not likely so to be restricted. 
Among treatises on evidence it forms a striking and welcome novelty, 
and its form may be recommended to the notice of English publishers 
as much as its contents to English practitioners. With the exception 
of the late Mr. Justice Stephen’s Digest, which is too concise to be of 
very great practical value, our standard works on evidence are works 
of bulk as well as of sound law, and they are more easily kept for 
reference on the shelf than carried about to meet the exigencies of 
court work. Mr. Jones’s treatise is certainly not deficient in matter, 
but he has divided it into three small and compact volumes which 
are excellent alike for size, arrangement, and print. The successive 
sections are given under bold headings in large type, and at the end 
of each are inserted the authorities on which it is founded. Thus 
the text is kept clear and footnotes are avoided, while any volume 
can be readily carried about, and the three together form but an in- 
considerable burden. 

We have spoken in the first instance of the form of the book, 
because this at once strikes the reader, but the favourable impression 
is not in the least diminished when acquaintance is made with the 
contents. As is well known, the law of evidence covers an immense 
field, and the number of cases which have been decided upon it is 
overwhelming. Mr. Jones has had to deal with the many different 
American courts as well as with the English, but out of this great 
mass of material he has managed to compose a clearly-written, and, 
so far as we can judge, accurate treatise. The subject of presump- 
tions, for example, is treated very fully and satisfactorily in the 
second and third chapters, and elsewhere adequate discussion will be 
found of such important matters as hearsay evidence and res geste. 
But in a work so full of detail it is of little use to refer to particular 
parts. The merit of the author is that with all his labour, and of the 
vastness of this there can be no doubt, he has managed to preserve a 
style which at once informs and interests the reader. The book is 
well worth the attention of English lawyers. 





COUNTY COURT PRACTICE, 


THe YEARLY County Courr Pracricze, 1897. FounpDED oN 
** ARCHBOLD’s County CourT PRAcTICcE,” AND “ Prrt-LEwIs’s 
County Court Pracrice.” By G. Prirr-Lewis, Q.C., and C. 
ARNOLD WHITE, Barrister-at-Law. Two vols. Butterworth & 
Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


The ever-increasing volume of county court litigation, both origi- 
nal and derivative, fully justifies the issue of this work, which, as a 
Yearly County Court Practice, merits a wide circulation amongst 
members of the profession and county court officials. Founded upon 
** Archbold’s County Court Practice,” which passed through ten edi- 
tions, and upon “‘ Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice,” which reached 
a third edition, it combines many of the excellencies of treatment and 
arrangement which these two works respectively possessed. It is 
divided into two volumes. Of these, the first is by far the larger and 
more important, and deals with the law and practice of the county 
courts under the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43); the 
Debtors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62); the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 67); the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 
(43 & 44 Vict. c. 42); and the County Court Admiralty Jurisdiction 
Acts, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 71) and 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 51). The 
method of arrangement adopted in this volume is taken from 
“‘ Archbold’s County Court Practice””—that is to say, the statutes 


above mentioned, together with the County Court Rules regulating 
the practice thereunder, are printed in the body of the work, with 
notes to the various sections and rules set out. In this way the 
exact text of all existing provisions governing the branch of county 
court jurisdiction and practice to which the volume relates is pre- 
served intact. At the same time we think that most points of im- 
portance contained in ‘‘ Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice,”’ which, 
it will be remembered, followed a somewhat different method of 
arrangement, have been incorporated into the notes. Volume I. com- 
prises two books and an appendix. The first book contains four 
chapters—namely, Chapter 1, the County Courts Act, 1888; Chapter 
2, the Debtors Act, 1869, and the rules thereunder; Chapter 3, the 
Bilis of Exchange Act, 1855, and the rules thereunder; and Chapter 
4, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the rules thereunder. On 
the other hand, book II. deals only with the Admiralty jurisdiction 
and practice of the county courts, while in the uppendix will be 
roll county court forms, scales of costs, court fees, together with 
certain rules and enactments that could not conveniently be inserted 
elsewhere. 

In Volume II. the law and practice of the county courts, under 
enactments conferring special jurisdiction upon them, are set forth 
in sufficient detail. The subject of bankruptcy is—wisely, we think— 
not dealt with by the editors, as it does not, strictly speaking, form 
a branch of county court jurisdiction and practice. The special 
statutes referred to in this volume are about seventy in number, and 
have been arranged alphabetically, in the form of a digest, by Mr. 
Arnold White. For the benefit, however, of those who requires 
more scientific arrangement, a table, compiled by Mr. Pitt-Lewis, 
and adapted from his County Court Practice, has been appended, 
giving the grouping and chronological order of the special statutes 
mentioned in the introductory note to Volume II., and afterwards 
set forth in digest form. 

Both volumes refer to nearly all the authorities bearing upon their 
respective contents, reference even being made to such very recent 
cases as Pain vy. Bowden (1896, 2 Q. B. 301, 44 W. R. Dig. 46), 
Atkinson v. Mayor of Carlisle (1896, 1 Q. B. 393, 44 W. R. Dig. 46), 
and Cubison v. Mayo (44 W. R. 473; 1896, 1 Q. B. 246), On the 
other hand, however, the following cases seem to have escaped the 
notice of the editors—namely, Gordon v. Evans (42 W. R. 193; 1894, 
1 Q. B. 248), Mersey Docks and Harbour Board v. Turner (1893, A. C, 
468), Reg. v. Patterson (43 W. R. 127; 1895, 1 Q. B. 31), The Alert 
(72 L. T. 124), The Argo (43 W. R. 415; 1895, P. 33), and Neptune 
Steam Navigation Co. v. Sclater (43 W. R. 65; 1895, P. 40). More- 
over, we may mention that the case of Smith v. Gill (W. N. (1896) 
68), which is cited at p. 117 of Vol. I, is also reported in 44 W. R, 
574. Without being at all hypercritical, it may be useful to state that 
11 Hen. 7, c. 12, cited at p. 177, has been repealed by 46 & 47 Vict. 
c. 49, which, however, by section 7, provides that such repeal shall 
not affect its application, by virtue of any Order in Council, to any 
inferior court of civil jurisdiction. 

Both volumes of this Practice have been carefully edited, but we 
would single out for special praise the elaborate note to section 120 
of the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43) contained in 
Volume I., and that part of Volume II. which deals with the winding- 
up of companies. Elaborate tables of cases, giving the dates of the 
various decisions and references to all the reports, precede the text of 
each volume. Volume I. also contains tables of contents, statutes, 
and of consolidated Acts, while Volume II. not only provides a list 
of the special statutes digested, but likewise a general outline of the 
procedure thereunder, which the practitioner will find useful. Each 
volume has a separate index, by the aid of which the contents of the 
work can readily be ascertained. 





LIGHT RAILWAYS. 


Tue LAW RELATING To Licut RAtways: COMPRISING THE LicuTt 
RaAILWAyYs Act, 1896, WITH THE ENACTMENTS RELATING THERETO, 
ALSO THE RULES MADE BY THE BOARD OF TRADE AND THE STAND- 
ING ORDERS APPLICABLE; WITH NOTES AND INDEX. By CYRIL 
Dopp, Q.C., and CHartEs E. Atten, M.A., LL.B., Barrister- 
at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


A volume of overthree hundred pages would at first sight seem to be 
unnecessarily long for the exposition of a statute of twenty-nine 
sections. But the length of a modern Act of Parliament is nct to be 
measured by the number of sections or even sub-sections which it 
contains, and the Light Railways Act, 1896, is no exception to this 
rule. Following the present practice, it comprises by incorporation 
or reference a long list of earlier enactments relating to its subject- 
matter, and the rules made under the Act by the Board of Trade are 
in effect a part of the Act itself. All these are set out and annotated 
in the book before us, and without them it would be very incomplete. 
The authors have, we think, fulfilled their intention of providing a 








convenient book of reference for those who have to deal with schemes 
for light railways, and of enabling them to dispense with consulting 
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numerous volumes in order to have before them the various enact- 
ments bearing on the subject. The notes are concise and do not 
stray too far from the text to which they are appended, or prevent 
the reader from readily obtaining a general view of each particular 
Act as a whole. In the preliminary chapters the scope of the Act is 
dealt with, and particular attention is given to the powers of local 
authorities and of existing railway companies with respect to the 
putting the provisions of the new Act into force. Altogether Mr. 
Dodd and Mr. Allen may be congratulated on producing a book 
which, without being cumbrous or pretentions, gives all the inform- 
etion which is required for practitioners who have to work under the 
Light Railways Act. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of and Practice in Lunacy, with the Lunacy Acts, 1890-91 
(consolidated and annotated), the rules of the Lunacy Commissioners, 
1895, the Idiots Act, 1886, the Vacating of Seats Act, 1886, the 
Rules in Lunacy, 1892-93 (consolidated), the Lancashire County 
(asylums and other powers) Act, 1891, the Inebriates Acts, 1879 and 
1888 (consolidated and annotated), the Criminal Lunatics Acts, 1800- 
1884, the rules in Macnaughton’s case, and a collection of forms, pre- 
cedents, etc. By A. Woop RENTON, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

The Law relating to Factors, Mercantile Agents who sell on 
commission goods entrusted to their care, and who buy goods on 
commission. Including the Factors Act, 1889, the repealed Factor’s 
Acts, and condensed reports of a few of the more important cases 
relating to Factors and the Factors Acts. By P. T. BLAckwEL1, 
B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 


Hubbell’s Law of the United States regarding Aliens, Estates of 
Deceased Persons, Deeds of Real Property, Descent and Distribution 
of Estates, Wills, &c., with forms for acknowledgment of deeds, &c. 
By J. H. Huspew., Attorney-at-Law. The Hubbell Publishing Co., 
New York, U.S.A. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
FOWER TO APPOINT ADDITIONAL TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have a case where there are two trustees (the original 
number) appointed by a marriage settlement. There is no sufficient 
ground for removing either of them, but the beneficiaries would feel 
more comfortable if a third trustee were appointed, and as a matter 
of general practice I think it desirable that there should always be 
more than two trustees, so as to guard against the possibility of one 
trustee dying and the funds being left in the control of one 
individual. 

This settlement, however, contains power to increase the number 
of trustees only on the appointment of a new trustee in the place of 
a former trustee, and section 10 of the Trustee Act, 1893, confers 
that power only on the happening of the same event. 

It is probable that the two existing trustees would be willing to 
concur in the appointment of a third trustee, but query whether, even 
with such concurrence, a third trustee could now be legally appointed, 
except by the court ? 

It seems to me that the case must be one of not infrequent ovcur- 
rence. Can you or any of your readers refer me to any precedent 
on the subject ? 

There seems to be no reason why the power to add a trustee should 
be limited to the event of a change of trustees. Would it not be 
desirable in the public interest that a short Act should be passed 
amending section 10 of the Trustee Act, 1893, by declaring that the 
power of adding a trustee may be exercised at any time (and not 
merely when there is a change of trustees). » Bi 

Jan. 8. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 





BANKRUPTCY BUSINESS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Pardon our trespassing upon your valuable space to call 
attention to a very unfortunate consequence of judges who have 
assigned to them particular classes of work going circuit. 

On enquiry at the Bankruptcy Court to-day we learn to our aston- 
ishment and disgust that Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams will be absent 
on circuit until the 27th of February next, and that meanwhile no 
bankruptcy motions or appeals will be dealt with except such as, 
from their nature, can be dealt with by the judge in chambers. In 
many cases the result of this state of things is to work grave 





injustice to suitors, as, not only does the bankruptcy list contain 
ordinary motions and appeals, but also oy actions of debt or 
contract brought by trustees in bankruptcy an i 

to the bankruptcy judge, 

Why should this class of business be put in a worse position than 
company winding-up and commercial business, which are assigned 
to particular judges, and in their absence dealt with by others? 
This is a question which we think demands a satisfactory answer, 
and a grievance which deserves a remedy. 

We have no doubt that many other solicitors who suffer incon- 
venience from the present absence of proper arrangements will echo 
our complaint and join with us in suggesting that a speedy remedy 
should be found, PRACTITIONERS, 





UNDERWRITING AGREEMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.]} 


Sir,—Until within the last twelve months there have been no 
decisions of our courts to guide the practitioner with regard to these 
documents, and their position as contracts, and your remarks in last 
Saturday’s issue are therefore opportune as directing our attention to 
the subject, which is of daily and increasing importance, especially to 
those having to do with company work. 

Let us see what an underwriting letter really is. A promoter 
approaches or is approached with a view to bringing out a new com- 

y for subscription by the public, but before the vendors will allow 
im to go through the books in order to fix the price he will pay, 
and to arrive at what he thinks he can secure for himself as pro- 
moter’s profit, the vendors stipulate, as t+ men, that he s 
have no contract, nor be allowed to publicly advertise the business 
which, if the issue were a failure, would undoubtedly most seriously 
amage it) unless and until he has en to get the necessary new 
capital guaranteed or underwritten. e agrees, and thereupon he 
enters into a provisional contract with the vendors. Having done so, 
he prepares and prints an underwriting letter addressed to hitnself, 
pos 4 setting out the terms on which he offers the underwriting. Now, 
if he kept these letters in his desk and offered them to no one it is 
clear no one would underwrite his capital for him, but this is not his 
object; he sends them, either direct or through proper nts, to 
financial friends, who, if satisfied with his terms, sign the letter for 
the number of sharee they respectively are willing to underwrite, and 
such letters are then returned to him. 

Surely the contract is complete. Only on the assumption that 
the underwriting letters are printed wholesale and thrown in the 
street to be picked up by the first comerand signed, could it be said 
that he would be bound to pay any uninvited underwriter his com- 
mission any more than it would be possible to pick up a blank form 
of policy and effectively insure your life by filling it up. These 
documents, in the case of most sound companies, are jealously 
guarded by the promoter and only offered to such as he chooses and 
who he thinks are financially strong enough to meet their engage- 
ments with him. He fixes and offers a commission to his friends who 
will underwrite his capital, they if the terms are satisfactory accept 
the offer and si fos return the letter, which usually commences : 
‘I agree (not I offer) for the consideration below stated, &c.” Once 
the underwriter returns that document to the promoter, the contract 
is complete, there are all the attributes of a contract, the considera- 
tion is stated, the object is stated, the agreement is mutual, the 

ies are ad idem, and nothing remains to be done. Wherein lies 
the practical difference between underwriting your capital and under- 
writing your life or your ship? Is it possible to contend that when 
one receives a policy of insurance in to apro to insure, 
that the contract is not complete till the insurer has not: 
acceptance of the policy to the pepe oo — ? pe fo ee 
ap to be that in the case of capil promo’ pares t 
asia, in the other cases the policy is prepared by the office to which 
the proposal is made. : 

It must be remembered that we never hear of an underwriter seek- 
ing to set aside his contract, or refusing to receive, or the promoter 
refusing to pay, his commission when the issue has been a success and 
the public have subscribed so freely as to release him from all na- 
sibility, on the ground of non-acceptance. I need not say that I in 
no way apply this remark to any case which has come before the 
courts, but it is an element which writers on the subject should care- 
fully bear in mind when dealing with documents of such comes 
importance. I have in my mtind some remarks of Lindley, Js, 
who, whilst deploring the uncertainty which he found in r to 
all underwriting letters, stated (it was, I believe, not mat to the 
decision) ‘‘ that of course it (the underwriting letter) was an offer and 
was no contract till ” ‘This may have had reference to the 
particular form of the letter he was discussing, but there is no doubt 
that since then every di inted underwriter has “ stuck like a 
leech” to his one text: “‘ Please, sir, my underwriting was never 


accepted.” 
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Several of the judges have, however, failed to see the matter 
quite in the same light, with naturally disastrous results to over- 
speculative or over-confident underwriters. Some remarks of the 

rd Chief Justice may here be quoted as showing what his view is 
with regard to the matter: ‘‘ This company had chosen to go to allot- 
ment upon an utterly inadequate public subscription; but, on the 
other hand, the defendant was entitled to no sympathy—he chose to 
run the risk of a very serious liability upon the temptation of re- 
ceiving his commission. It was a gambling transaction on his part— 
he happened to have lost—and he must pay” (Ballaarat (Steiglitz 
District) Gold Mines (Lim.) v. Robotham). 

Of course if my contention is right, then as soon as the promoter 
gets the contract back, he can either pledge it, or place it, or deal 
with it for the purpose of completing his arrangements for bringing 
out the company. Ho can also pass it on to the directors of the new 
company, and, as was held the other day, being ‘‘an authority 
coupled with an interest,’’ it then becomes irrevocable. Moreover, 
some of these contracts expressly provide that they shall be 
irrevocable and shall be acted on by the promoter notwithstanding 
any repudiation, &c., and on this point it would be well to have the 
views of some of your correspondents as to how far, in face of such 
terms, any attempt at withdrawal or repudiation can have any bind- 
ing effect or be worthy of notice even when the promoter still retains 
the letter in his own possession. 

Even if your contention is right, that the underwriter is only “an 
offerer,” it has been held over and over again that because of the 
very nature of the contract and its terms, the slightest evidence, either 
verbal or even by the acts of the parties, is sufficient to bind the 
bargain, 

In conclusion, I should like to hear the views of your corres- 
pondents as to whether in fact, on the decided cases, and having 
regard to the real nature and effect of these documents and the 
relative and well-understood positions of the parties to them, there 
has been any attempt as yet to shock the ‘‘ old-fashioned, hard-headed 
common lawyers” or to create “‘ insidious inroads on the common 
law.” ENQUIRER. 





BRADFORD v. MAYOR, &c., OF EASTBOURNE., 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—-You were good enough to insert a letter of mine in your 
journal last year [40 Sottcrrors’ JouRNAL, 618] criticizing the judg- 
ment of the Lord Chief Justice in the above case. 

In the case of T'he Queen v. Mayor, &c., of Hastings (1897, 1 Q. B. 
50), I see that Wright, J., is reported to have said in his judgment: “ In 
Bradford v. Mayor, &c., of Eastbourne, Lord Russell, C.J., and Wills, 
J., were dealing simply with section 41 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, and section 19 of the Public Health Act Amendment Act, 1890, 
and they did not say that the later Act took away the general liability 
imposed by the Act of 1875. In Self v. Hove Commissioners the court 
had no intention of deciding that such liability was taken away. In 
Hill v. Hair the court distinctly held that the liability existed.” 

May I point out that in Mayor, éc., of Eastbourne v. Bradford 
Lord Russell, C.J., expressly stated (according to the Times L. R. 
vol. 12, p. 479): ‘‘ It follows that I do not agree with the judgment 
in Hill v, Hair” ? GEORGE WALLIS BEAL, 

16, Furnival’s-inn, London, E.C., Jan. 14, 1897. 





A REMARKABLE PRACTICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I can corroborate to the letter the facts stated by ‘‘ Lex” in 
your last issue. Last September I was instructed by a purchaser to 
act for him on the purchase of property situate in Cornwall. He 
informed me he had a signed contract. On perusing the same I was 
astonished to find that the vendor’s solicitor, who practises in Corn- 
wall, had inserted a clause to the effect that he should act for both 
parties, and also specifying his remuneration. The purchaser assured 
me the clause was inserted without consulting him in the matter. 
The consequence was that I only got remunerated for preparing the 
mortgage deed. Surely this is a matter as to which the Incorporated 
Law Society might with advantage iustitute enquiry, in the interest 
of its country members, as to the prevailing practice in the county of 
Cornwall, and use its influence to bring about a more equitable state 
of things. Epear Hoskin. 





? 


The following announcement of Lord Justice Kay’s pension appears in 
the London Gazette: ‘‘ Crown Office, January 7, 1897. The Queen has 
been plewed by Letters Patent under the Great Seal, to grant to the Right 
Honourable Sir Edward Ebenezer Kay, Knt., late one of the Lords Justices 
of Appeal,*an qnnyity of £3,500." 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
LIST v. THARP. Chitty, L.J. 13th Jan. 


Merroporis—Buripinec Acts—Lonpon Buripine Acr, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier, 
c. ccxmt.), 8. 90, 8. 5 sun-sections 29 anp 32—Parry Srraucrure Notice 
—Apsorntnc OwNER—Possession OF Premises uNDER Buripinec Acrep.~ 
MENT. 


Motion. The owner of premises in the metropolis, being desirous of 
heightening a wall dividing his premises from the adjoining premises, 
served the lessee from the freeholder of the adjoining premises with the 
notice required by section 90 of the London Building Act, 1894, to be 
served by a ‘‘ building owner’’ upon the ‘‘ adjoining owner’’ before 
exercising any of his rights under the Act with respect toa party structure, 
At the time the notice was served, however, the plaintiff was in 
of the adjoining premises under an agreement with such lessee for a lease 
to the plaintiff for a term of ninety years. By such agreement it was 
stipulated that the intended lessee should erect certain buildings upon the 
adjoining premises, and the grant of the lease was made conditional 
(inter alia) upon the erection of the buildings. The building owner, 
having obtained an award in his favour in an arbitration between the 
lessee from the freeholder and himself, commenced to execute the works 
specified in the notice. At this time the plaintiff had erected the build. 
ings stipulated for by the agreement and was in possession thereof under 
a lease granted pursuant to the agreement, but subsequently to the date 
of the award. The motion was to continue, until trial of the action, an 
injunction obtained by the plaintiff ex parte to restrain the buil 
owner from proceeding with the works. no notice of intention to execute 
them having been served upon the plaintiff. 

Curry, L.J., held that the plaintiff was in possession of the adjoining 
premises under the agreement “‘ otherwise than asa tenant from year to 
year, or for any less term, or as a ienaut at will,” and was therefore an 
adjoining owner within the meaning of sub-sections 29 and 32 of section 5 
of the London Building Act, 1894; and that the defendant was not 
entitled to exercise any rights under the Act, assuming him to have any, 
in respect of the wall in question without having served on the plaintiff a 
notice as provided by section 90 of the Act, and continued the injunction, 








—CounseL, Byrne, Q.C., and R. Cunningham Glen; Levett, Q.C., and 
Christopher James. Soxtcrrons, W. H. Southern ; Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. 
[Reported by J. F. Waxry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BOWEN v. PHILLIPS. Kekewich, J. 12th Jan. 


Executon—Insunction Resrramyinc Bankrupt Executor rrom Actina— 
AppLicaTion ny Co-ExEcuToR—No Receiver. 


Motion by t laintiff, one of the executors of the will of Daniel 
Roberts (deceased), to_rest: 6 defendant, his co-exécutor, from 








receiving, dealing with, or managing the testator’s estate. The testator 
died in Augist, TSOT, having by hia wil bequeathed a life interest in his 
estate to his wife, who was still alive. The plaintiff and defendant had 
acted as executors of the will down to the present time. From the evi- 


dence it appeared that the defendant had recently misappropriated moneys 
belonging to the estate, and pad been adjudicated bamkrupt in July, 
1896. The testator had not appoint 8s of his will. ‘The motion 


did not ask for the appointment of a receiver, on the ground that none 3 
was needed, as the estate would be sufficiently protected by the plaintiff 
executor. The defendant did not appear. In support of the motion 
reference was made to Williams on Executors, 9th ed., vol. 1, p. 187-8, 
and to the cases of Uterson v. Mair (2 Ves. jun. 95) and Gladdon v. Stone- 
man (n) (1 Madd. 143) There cited. 

Kexewicu, J., decided that he the necessary - jurisdiction, and 

; i il_trial or further order.—CounseL, Greig. 
Soxicrtors, Schultz ¢ Son, for Lewis Thomas, Neath: 
[Reported by R. J. A. Mornrsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Ex parte FITZGERALD. Div. Court. 13th Jan. 


Maaistrate—Rervsat TO Hear aN InrormMaTion on CompLaInr—SumMMARY 
Jurispiction Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vier. c. 43) s. 14. 


Tn this case counsel applied on behalf of the Commissioner of the City 
of London Police for a rule calling upon Alderman Sir Henry Knight to 4, 
shew cause why he should not hear and determine an information lait 
. ‘The facts, shortly, were these : On the 27th 
of November Mr. Rutty left two of his dogs tied up at the doors of the 
O. 8. Stores in Queen Victoria-street. The dogs had muzzles on, but 
during his absence they bit three persons in succession—a boy and two 
geutlemen. By the Rabies Order then in force no dog was allowed upon 
any public place 3 
of a kiud directed , the = 
alderman was informed that the dogs had on, at the time they bit the ) 
three persons at the stores, muzzles of the regulation type, and he refused { 
to hear the information on the ground that, the dogs being m 4 
offence had been committed by Mr. Rutty 


the Order. When the case came on for hear 


* 
4 


no 
under the Rabies Coden nal a 


he stated that, in his opinion, if the owner of the dogs was summoned for 
what had ed, the summons ought to have been for keeping ferocious 
dogs, not for having the dogs improperly muzzled. The application was 





the animal was provided with a strong cage muzzle 4 
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made on the ground that the magistrate had improperly used his discre- 
tion, and that, as the case could not be re as a frivolous action, he 
was bound to hear the evidence which the informant was prepared to call. 
It was urged by counsel that, under section 14 of the Summary Juris- 
diction Act, 1848, the magistrate had no discretion in such a case as this. 
Section 14 of the Act of 1848 directs that where the defendant at the trial 
before a magistrate does not plead guilty to the information or complaint, 
then ‘‘ the magistrate shall proceed to hear the per onmipee or complainant, 
and such witnesses as he may examine, and such other evidence as Le may 
adduce in support of the information or complaint.” 
Tur Court (Wricut and Brucr, JJ.) granted the rule asked for. The 
, magistrate had discretion in such matters, but they ar there was 
evidence upon which they could hold that he had used his discretion 
L, improperly.—CovunseL, Danokwerte. Soxicrrors, Wontner § Sons. 


[Reported by Ersxixe Ramp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The present number of members of the society is 120. 

Society’s Conditions of Sale—A suggestion having been made by a 
member that clause 14 of the society’s conditions of sale should be 
amended by the insertion of words providing for the payment of appor- 
tioned rents on completion, on the ground that it was sometimes con- 
tended that the proportion of rents due was not payable until the rents 
had been actually received—the question of this amendment was con- 
sidered by the committee. After some deliberation the committee decided 
to make no alteration in the printed conditions of sale, on the grounds 
that the alteration in question, or any other alteration which individual 
solicitors might wish to make, would require re-registration of the Con- 
ditions at Stationers’ Hall, that it could easily be effected by con- 
dition, and that this would be a better way of meeting the ulty than 
ning the printed conditions which had been carefully settled by 
counsel, are well known and bad been in use for many years. 

Solicitors’ Magistracy Bill.—The society petitioned in favour of a Bill pro- 
moted by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society with the object of 
making practising solicitors eligible as justices of the peace for any county 
notwithstanding that they may practice within that county. As there is 
no similar restriction with regard to borough justices, aud as the 
on the county bench of men of legal training and rience may be con- 
sidered to be an advantage to the public, it is a misfortune that this Bill, 
which paseed through the House of Lords and which was read a 
second time in the House of Commons, should have failed to pass into 
law 


Stamping Transfers of Mortgage.—The question of the proper stamp on 
a partial release of a mortgage debt where the balance of such debt has 
been transferred to a — lender by a deed oe the original 
mortgagor was a party, and containing a release of the original viso 
for igi aale substituted proviso for redemption on cagunenb ofa 
new debt, having led to difficulty in consequence of a difference in the prin- 

le on which such deeds had been adjudicated upon—the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue have made an authoritative statement as to their future 
practice in the matter for the information of the profession. A copy 
extract from the letter of the secretary to the board of the council of the 
Incorporated Law Society laying down the future rule to be observed on 
adjudicating in such cases was sent by the honorory secretary to all 
members of the society on the 24th of March last. The rule laid down 
by the board is as follows: ‘‘ Where part of a sum of money secured on 
mortgege of property is repaid, and the balance is transferred by a deed 
to which the mortgagor is a party, and by that deed the old proviso for 
redemption is released, and a new proviso for redemption upon payment 
of the amount of the then outstanding balance of debt is substituted, the 
Deed of Transfer should be stamped as follows: (1) With the ad valorem 
duty of 6d. per cent. on the amount transferred. (2) With the fixed duty 
of 10s. in t of the release of portion of the debt, unless indeed the 
total sum at any time secured was less than £2,000, in which case the ad 
valorem reconveyance duty of 6d. per cent. on that total sum will be 
sufficient.’’ 

County Courts (Right of Audience) Bill.—The question of the right ofa 
solicitor’s clerk who is himself a duly qualified solicitor to be heard in the 
county court on his employers behalf was formally raised last year for the 
purpose of obtaining a judicial decision, and was decided by a divisional 
court against the right. The Council of the Inco: Law Society 
thereupon promoted a Bill for the double purpose of (1) giving solicitors 
who are themselves duly qualified but who are clerks to other solicitors a 
right of audience in the county court, and (2) of enabling one 
solicitor to instruct another solicitor to appear for him as his 
@dvocate in the county courts. On an application 
ouncil of the Incorporated Law Society to petition in favour of Bill, 
the committee decided not to do so as they felt great doubt whether 
the > pe to give clerks a right of audience was one which 


F 


be received with favour by the members of the society generally, 
tending as it did to the establishment of a county court department in 
large offices under the management of clerks with a right of audience and 
enabling such offices to compete on more advantageous terms 


ea with solicitors having a smaller 
vernment in their Finance Bill of this year 

any clerk who is an admitted solicitor and who is in the employ of 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue or of their solicitor to appear in 


than at 
It is true that the 


the 
the 


have taken power to enable 7 





county court in revenue cases, but this change is one of which the 
profession do not approve, and it seems to your committee to be impolitic 
to admit it by contending for 
Indeed it is not — that the. 
Soe cue tae erase Se 
neorpora’ Ww 
quamaites considered that i solici- 
tor to instruct another solicitor to appear for him as his advocate, and if 
the Bill had been limited to this they would 
Associated Provincial Law i theso 
cunietion wan healt om De. Se hea 
resident on behalf of the x heme prepared 
y your hon. sec. was proposed with the selection and election of 
0 y country members of council and a committee, of which your 
resident was a member, was to 
committee’s report was by the associated 
practical unanimity on the 24th of July las 
of England and Wales into five 
Western, Midland, and Southern Districts 
certain number of members of council are . provided 
on @ vacanc: in any district the Associated Law Societies of 
district shall be reauested to select a candidate to fill the vacanc 
when they have done so the law societies in the remaining districts 
invited by the association to su the candidate so selected. 
thought that this plan will get rid of the practice which has been occa- 
sionally resorted to of canvassing by candidates or by law societies on 
their behalf, and that it will place the tation of the Provincial 
Law Societies on the council more directly than at os ema where it ought 
to be—namely, in the hands of all the law societies interested. 


E 
Ue 
HE 


vely 


“iit 
I 


Eee 


ne 
af 





WOLVERHAMPTON LAW SOCIETY. 


the local law society. The com; ; 
was occupied by the president (Mr. C. LL. Adams), and the vice-chair by 
the vice-president (Mr. A. M. by), and amongst the 
Right Hon. A. 8. Hil, Q.C., M.P., the Right Hon. Sir H. H. Fowler, 
G.C.S.1., M.P., Sir Alfred Hickman, M.P., are (Councillor 8. 
Craddock), the Deputy-Mayor (Alderman CO. T. ), the Recorder 
(Mr. F. A. ones cares Q.C.), the High Sheriff (Mr. H. A. Wiggin), the 
Recorder of West Bromwich (Mr. R. C. E. Plumptre), the Stipendiary (Mr. 
N. C. A. Neville), the Town Olerk (Mr. 4. Brevitt), Messrs. J. A 
(president of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K.), Thos. Marshall 
(secretary of the Associated Provincial Law Societies), A. Godlee (president 
of the Birmingham Incorporated Law Society), R. ‘f. Hughes (secretary 
of the Shropshire Incorporated Law Society), T. H. R (secretary of 
the Birmingham Law Society). The loyal toast ha been honoured, 

Mr. F. A. Bosanquet pro} “The Houses of P 

Sir H. H. Fowler pliers thanked the ae for what oo See 
said of himself (the speaker) colleagues. been proud 
a member at ths Hoter af Camiumue nantes in his private capacity, but 
as a member of the legal profession. That House, the Recorder said, 
with all its variety of ephenent, nemenibalens Sameer He (Sir Henry) was 
in the minority, his friends present (Sir A. an and Mr. Staveley 
Hill) were among the majority; but they were all agreed in wishing not 
to be turned out. Apart from that point, there 
abroad—an entirely 
of members of the legal 


parts large number of 
who had not and never would have a connection with the legal profession, 
though nominally they might seem to belong to it. T 
legal gentlemen in the House of Commons than could 
Government of the United States, or of the colonies, or of 

of Europe. The legal element was not in a majority in the House of 
Commons. He did not think the lawyers were to blame for the unfor- 
tunate mistakes made in'the enactments nor did he think it wrong to 
have a moderate amount of the House who understood the 


secured, and aome honours in which this branch of the ought 
to s \e 
Mr. A. Staveley Hill also . 

Mr. Plumptre Jubmitted the Town and Trade of Wolverhampton.” 
The Ma os, ip wees, Ot Leng barged ogee bes 
progress, but still cause of complaint the best of ite citizens did 

not come forward the 
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Mr. J. Addison, in responding, said every member of the council 
desired that it should be worthily representative of the profession, and in 
London the value of the services of the gentlemen sent from the provinces 
was fully recognized. They amply appreciated the great services rendered 
by Sir Henry Fowler, who bad conferred a distinction not merely upon 
Wolverhampton, but upon the profession. The honour of their protes- 
sion was dear to all of them. He would like the bar to have an organiza- 
tion through which they could meet with this branch of the profession. 

Mr. T. Marshall also responded. 

Sir A. Hickman proposed ‘‘The Wolverhampton Law Society,’’ and 
said the members of the legal profession were among the best abused of 
any class of the community. One of the worst slanders he ever heard 
applied to them was that they were like a gentleman suffering from 
insomnia—‘ first he lies on one side, and then he lics on the other, and 
when he’s dead he lies still.’ It was somewhat remarkable, notwith- 
standing this, that the family solicitor was a man of such importance, to 
whom people went in every difficulty, and upon whose advice they 
absolutely relied. 

Mr. C. L. Adams responded, and the proceedings terminated. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Henry Morten Cotton in the chair. The other 
directors present were: Messrs. Grantham R. Dodd, William Geare, 
Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, Richard W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and 
J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £335 was distributed in grants of 
relief, twenty-five new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, 11th January, 1897.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—Mr. 
8. Saw, jun., opened a debate on the motion: ‘‘ That Lord Rosebery was 
oe in resigning the leadership of the Liberal party.’”’ Mr. 8S. E. 

ubbard opposed ; and Messrs. A. H. Richardson, C. Kains-Jackson, G. 
H. Goodfellow, A. W. Marks, C. Herbert Smith, W. F. Symonds, and N. 
Tebbutt also addressed the house on the motion. Mr. Saw replied, and 
on a division the motion was carried by a majority of three votes. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The Council of Legal Education have made the following awards on the 
Hilary honour examination of students of the Inns of Court, held at the 
Middle Temple on December 15, 16, 17, and 18, 1896 :— 

Cyril Atkinson, Lincoln’s Inn, a studentship of 100 guineas a year, ten- 
able for three years. 

Cornelius Lyhane, Middle Temple, a special prize of £50 for the best 
examination in Constitutional Law (English and Colonial) and Legal 


History. 

John Arthur Slater, Middle Temple, and Harry Procter, Lincoln’s Inn, 
certificates of honour. 

Walter George Salis Schwabe, Inner Temple, pass certificate. 

Note.—Messrs. Lyhane, Meggs, and Reed also qualified for pass certifi- 
cates, but have been certified at previous examinations. 


Pass CERTIFICATES. 


The following awards are made on the result of the pass examina- 
tion, held in the Middle Temple Hall on December 15, 16, and 17, 
1896 :— 

Lixcotn’s Inn.—William Valentine Ball, Alnod John Boger, Charles 
Arthur Bury, Kumud Nath Chaudhuri, Percyvall Hart Dyke, Augustin 
Stanislaus Ghosh, William Montagu Harrison, Huntley Eugene Jenkins, 
Hasan Sherfudin Khalil, Nagendra Chandra Mitra, Kunwar Udaya Vir 
Singha Raghubansi, Miguel Francisco Ribeiro, Brian Walker, and Wee 
Theam Tew. 

Inner Temrite.—Percy Maurice M’Lardie Sheldon Amos, Algernon 
Edward Aspinall, Basil Ion Gawaine Temple Blackwood, John Pins 
Boland, Henry Alwyn Bros, Walter John Burt, Armar Loury-Corry 
Corry, Lionel Frank Christopher Darby, Walter Tice Gellibrand, Herman 
Barker Hahlo, Copley Delisle Hewitt, Ernest Augustus Hitchens, 
Bertram Hopkinson, James Leonard Johnston, Robert Bird Robertson 
Mair, George Morley, Thomas Woollcombe Barton O’Neal, Rulph Leigh 
Ramsbotham, Michael Edwia Reed, John Edward Bernard Seely. James 
on gg Waldron, Pelham Francis Warner, and Ernest Wingate Wingate- 

aul. 

Mrppitz Tempte.—George Addison-Smith, William Joseph Fearfield 
Barton, Harold Eustace Brandon, Alexander Thomas Dawson, Francis 
Yvon Eccles, Thomas Charles Fenton, Albert Farrar Gatliff (awarded the 
**J. J. Powell” prize), Noel Ledbrook Griffith, William Pollock Ker, 
William Joseph Harding King, Christopher Sothern Lewis, Edwin May- 
field, Narindra Lal Mitter, Sisir Kumar Mullick, Savile Charles Petch, 
Maurice Salvador Pinto, and William Saunderson. 

Gray’s Inn.—Hans Raj Bhandari, Harold Brodrick Gilbert Brodrick, 
a a Mackenzie Corbet, George Gregory Fisher, John Mac- 

Henderson, George Darrell Keogh, and Isaac Petrus Van Heerden. 

The number examined was 96, of whom 61 passed. Of the 35 candidates 








who failed six were ordered not to be admitted for examination again 
until the Trinity Examination, 1897, and one until the Michaelmas 
Examination, 1897. 

The following passed in Constitutional Law and Legal History only :— 

Lincoin’s Inn.—Mirza Nawroz Ali, Syed Zeauddin Ahmed Balkhi, 
Arthur Philip Braybrooke, Devi Dayal, Walter Devonshire Ellis, Walter 
Graham Everitt, Frederick Richard Fioch, Jotirao Bhasker Khasgiwale, 
Behari Lal Merh, Bhailabhai Bhaibabhai Patel, Jeshingbhai Bhaibabhai 
Patel, Pau! Peter Pillai, and Mohanlal Jivanlal Vakil. 

Inner Tsmpite.—Reginald John Edward Baker, William Theodore 
Barneby, Robert Harrison Barron, John Miles Dawson, Stuart Downs, 
William Melville Foster, Claud George Gordon, Rupert Sackville Gwynne, 
Acheson Fitz Gerald Henderson, Henry Albert Hinkson, John Felix Ker. 
shaw, Edgar Arthur Kirby, Stephen Hamilton Langton, Ewen Reginald 
Logan, Kenneth M’Lean Marshall, Robert Anstruther Bullock Marsham, 
Cyril Edgar Martineau, Robert Gordon Melville Mitchell, Augustus 
Ferryman Mochler-Ferryman, Denis Newman, Edward Camilo Oppen- 
heim, Wilfrid George Hilton Price, Robert Amyatt Ray, Ernald Edward 
Richardson, Robert Bannerman, Fraser Robertson, Frederick Holland, 
Schwann, Richard Trevilbrick Gilbertstone Tangye, Emest Edward 
Turner, and Bernard Kevington Rodwell Wilkinson. 

Mipptze Tempre.—Gerald Archibald Arbuthnot, John Bridge Aspinall, 
Douglass Horace Boggis-Rolfe, Alexander Cairns, Richard George Temple 
Coventry, Thomas Bartholomew Curran, Henri Omer Decugis, Char 
Henry Joseph De Gannes, Trimbakrai Jadavrai Desai, Ignatius 
Stephanus Ferreira, William Spencer Clayton Greene, Carlton Hackney, 
Henry Francis Herford, Edmund King Houchin, Ralph Nevill, Baliol 
Edward Scott, Deep Narayan Singh, Emest Hugh Snell, and Samuel 
Joyce Thomas, 

Gray's Inw.—Laurence Joseph Byrne, John Stanley Griffith-Jones, 
and Dhanpat Rai. Of 81 examined 64 passed. 

The following passed in Romau Law and Constitutional Law and Legal 
History :— 

Lincoun’s Inn.—Narayan Kesheo Aloni, Khrisnaji Waman Bhat, and 
Edward David Chetnam Strode. 

Inner Tempte.—Robert William ‘Allen, George Francis Stephen 
Christie, John Wallis Davies, John Dove, Warwick Herbert Draper, 
Anthony Morton Henley, Cecil Arthur Hunt, Herbert Jenner-Fust, 
Arthur Maxwell Labouchere, Foster Macmahon Mahon, Victor Alexander 
Frederick Villiers Russel, and John Guy Routledge. 

Mippte Tempre.—Rustomjee Nourojee Burjojee, James Dewsbury 
Chorlton, Victor Xavier De Verteuil, Arthur Henry Robinson, and Edward 
Theodore Chalmers Werner. 

Gray’s Inn.—Dhayabhai Pitamberdas Derasari, and Sydney Oharles 
Nichols Goodman. 

Of 27 examined 22 passed. Of the five candidates who failed one was 
ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Trinity Exami- 
nation, 1897. 

The following passed in Roman Law :— 

Lrxcotn’s Inn.—Mohammad Azim, Gopal Mukund Bootee, James 
Frederick Clyne, Valentine Francis Taubman Goldie, William Kent 
Lemon, Charles Knowles Rayson, Hugh Munro Ross, Edmund Heathcote 
Thruston, Arthur Harold Webster, and William George Willoughby. 

Inner Tempie.—William Grylls Adams, William Henry Allen, William 
Augeraud, Samuel Barker Bennett, John Arthur Bleackley, William 
Player Brigstocke, Raymond Henry Yates Bullock, Angus Campbell, 
Nigel George Davidson, David George Evans, John Devonald Fletcher, 
Arthur Grieve Jamieson, George Cruddas Jobbling, John James Oswald 
Murphy, Harold Thomas Perkins, Frank Duerdin Perrott, Nigel Ross 
Playfair, Leonard Pomeroy, James Reginald Lee Rankin, George Rad- 
cliffe Shaw, Madhavrao Abaji Sitole, Oriel John Clotworthy Whyte Mel- 
ville Skeffington, Thorold Arthur Stewart-Jones, Fritz van Warmelo, and 
William Joseph von Winckler. 

Mipptze Tempre.—Alfred Percy Carryer, Herbert Evelyn Crook, 
Reginald Bruce Fellowes, Campbell Kirkman Finlay, Fitz Roy Hemphill, 
Syed Hosain, Hendrik Jacobus Hugo, John Hall Seymour Lloyd, David 
Mackinlay Menzies, Frank Lorymer Riseley, William James Parkinson 
Smith, Arthur Hepburn Walsh, Hamilton Willis, John Bertram Wood, 
and William M’Knight Young. 

Gray’s Inn.—Cornelis Adrian Bergsma, Fvrrest Fulton, Syed Alay 
Hasan, Ernest Houghton, Sidney Williams Jones, Isardas Oodharam, 
Ramchandra Vasudso aie Charles Porter, Sardar Mahatal Singh, 
Frederick Alan Vander-Meulen, and George Albert Woodcock. 

Of 68 examined 61 passed. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupgnts’ Desatinc Socrety.—January 12th.—Chairman, Mr. 
Herbert Smith.—The subject for debate was “‘D. xxvim.: That the 
case of Fricker v. Van Grutten (1896, 2 Ch. 649) was wrongly decided.” 
Mr. A. W. Watson opened in the affirmative. Mr. E. L Chapmau 
seconded in the affirmative. Mr. G. Prosser opened in the negative. Mr. 
W. Hudson seconded in the negative. The following members also 
spoke: Messrs. Archer White, Gibson, Archibald Hair, Woodhouse. 
Mr. Watson having replied, the chairman summed up, and the motion 
was carrie by one vote. 








Wakrninc TO rnTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lesszes.—Before put- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Exemined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Ricnarp Vicors Doyns, barrister, in 
his soventy-third year. He was called to the bar in 1854, and formerly 
ised at Calcutta, but for many years has had a large practice in 

ian cases before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Sir Perzr Entry, Q.0., has been re-elected chairman of the Inns of 
Court Board of Preliminary Examiners of Law Students. This is the 
twenty-first year in succession in which Sir Peter has held the post. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 


Pemperton Ernest Joun Tarnor and Srerpuen Grorcr Foorner, solici- 
tors (Footner, Son, & Talbot), Andover. Jan. 1. The said Pemberton 
Ernest John Talbot will continue to practise under the style of Footner, 
Son, & Talbot, at Bridge-street, Andover, aforesaid. The said Stephen 
George Footner will practise on his own account at No. 8, High-street, 
Andover, aforesaid. [ Gazette, Jan. 8. 


Joun Mooprz, Joun Miris, and Hersert Joun Moopre, solicitors 
(Moodie, Mills, & Moodie), Dunedin House, Basinghall-street, Lendon. 
Dec. 25. 

Freperick WriuiaM Ensor, Coartes Apert Joun Warp, and Henry 
Tuomas G1L.inG, solicitors (Ensor, Ward, & Gilling), Cardiff. May 16. 
So far as regards the said Frederick William Ensor, who retired from the 
firm. The said Charles Albert John Ward and Henry Thomas Gilling 
will continue the said business under the present style or firm of Ensor, 
Ward, & Gilling. 

Joun Epwarp Warp, Grorce Francis Cotnorne, and Epwarp Covut- 
un, solicitors (Ward, Colborne, & Coulman), Newport. Dec. 31. The 
mid George Francis Colbourne and Edward Coulman will continue to 
carry on the business in partnership under the same style. 


Francis Epwarp Hucues and Wri.i1am Sypney Swert-Escort, solicitors 
(Hughes & Sweet-Escott), Cardiff. Jan. 1. The said William Sydney 
Sweet-Escott will continue to carry on the said practice or profession at 
the place aforesaid under the said style or firm of Hughes & Sweet- 


Escott; 
[Gasette, Jan. 12. 


a 


GENERAL, 


It is stated that Judge Bristowe, Q.O., is unwell and has been advised 
not to sit again until after Easter. 


The Home Secretary has recommended a remission of the remainder of 
of the sentence of nine months’ hard labour passed on Constable Murray, 
who was convicted at the Old Bailey on the 24th of November of perjury. 


Lord Justice Chitty took his seat in the Court of Appeal on Tuesday for 
the first time, the Attorney-General and many other members of the bar 


being present. 


The West Riding magistrates in the Leeds division have, says the Times, 
this week, after much concideration, come to the decision to accept the 
Scottish form of oath. In announcing the decision of the magistrates the 
chairman, Mr. Benson Jowett, said it had been pointed out in some 
recent letters and articles in the Times that in no country in Europe 
except England was the superstitious form of kissing the book observed. 
He took occasion to express his own opinion that it was a somewhat 
uncleanly thing to kiss a book not always overclean by lips which some- 
times merited the same description. It certainly was not sanitary to per- 
form an act which might transmit, and in many cases had transmitted, 
dangerous infectious and even loathsome diseases. There was much more 
impressiveness, too, about the Scottish form of oath. 


The Times says that at a sitting of the Consistory Court of the diocese 
of Lichfield, held before the Hon. Robert Charles Herbert, Chan- 
cellor of the diocese, a suit, at the promotion of Mr. N. G. A. 
Neville and Mr. T. S. Parker Jervis, churchwardens of the parish of 
Shenstone, against Mr. A. Q. Kirby and Mr. Thomas Carrington Smith, 
as lay rectors, for wilful neglect and refusal to repair the chancel of Shen- 
stone Parish Church, came on for hearing on the admission of the articles. 
Mr. Kirby had entered an eee under protest, and presented a 
petition objecting to the jurisdiction of the court on several grounds. It 
orig that a storm had done serious to the roof of the 
chancel, and the churchwardens had called upon the lay rectors to do the 
necessary repairs; the latter, however, refused to do the repairs, and 
denied their liability; accordingly, to save the church from further 
damage, a vestry was held, and the churchwardens were authorized to do 
the repairs and to notify the lay rectors that the re must be done 
under protest, and that they would be held res le for their neglect. 
The Chancellor admitted the petition of Mr. by, and him 
from the suit, and refused to admit the articles on the ground that 


the repairs having been done there was no ecclesiastical offence which 
—" had power to take gognizance of. Notice of appeal was 
en. 





COURT PAPERS. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


Hriary Srrrmes, 1897. 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reoistnars mm ATTENDANCE ON 





ApPpEraL > aed Mr. Justice ® Mr. Justice 
No. 2 Cutty, Norra. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Pugh Mr. Farmer 
ackson Lavie Ward 
Carrington Pugh Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Carrington 
Carrington Pugh Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Strauina. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Monday, Jan. .....000000000-. 18 Mr. Ward Mr. Beal Mr. Rolt 
{ae end Pemberton Leach Godfrey 
ard Beal Rolt 
Pemberton Leach Godfrey 
Ward Beal Rolt 
Pemberton Leach Godfrey 








HILARY SITTINGS, 1897. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Apprat Covurr I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 
miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. 

(App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 

Mon., Jan. 11 } made on interlocutory mots 

& new trial pa if required 

Tuesday...... 

Wednesday 7'i8| New trial paper 

Thursday ...14 

Friday 

Saturday 16... New t trial paper 

App motns ex pte—orgl 

mots — apps from ords 

made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 


15 Bkey apps and new trial 


Monday......18 


Tuesday ... 
Wednesday 2 
‘Thursday .. 
Friday... 22 | Bkey apps and Q B final 


Gapeniag « --23...Q B final apps 

App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 


QB final apps 


Monday......25 


Tuesday 6 

Wednesday 27 | New trial paper 

Friday | | Bkcy apps and new trial 
Saturday ...30.. wars trial paper 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 


Mon., Feb. 1( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 

Tuesday ... 2 

Wednesday a| Q B final apps 

Thursday ... 4 

Friday ...... 5 a apps and Q B final 

Baturday ... 6...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 

Monday...... 8 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if 
required 

Tuesday ... 9) 

‘Wednesday 10 } New trial paper 

Thursday ...11 j 


Friday ...... 12 | Bkcy apps and new trial | 


paper 
Saturday ...13 New trial paper 
‘App motns ex pte -orgl 
{an — apps from ords 
Monday..... 15< made on interlocutory mots 
d Q B final appeals if 


pared 
Tuesday......16 
bee 17 Q B final apps 
Thursday ...18 


| 
. Bkey apps and Q B final 
Friday ...... 19 pee 


Saturday ...20...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pe 4 
mots — apps from orc 
Monday...... 2 _— on = peg pon dey 
new pa if required 
Weineniay |x trial 
y ew paper 
Thursda: 
Friday .. ay apps and new trial 
Rating ...27...New trial paper 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Mon., Mar.’ 1 ( made on pemtoenteny mots 


and Q B final if 
: apps if re- 
Wednexiay "§} p tnt apes 
Thursday .. 


Friday ...... oa et Oe 


Saturday ... 6...Q B final apps 


| N.B.—Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors 


will be taken on 


ays to be appoin 
by the court. 


Apprat Court II. 


| Final and interlocutory appeals from the 


Mon., Jan, 11 on inter 


Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
voree), and the County Palatine and 
Stannaries Courts. 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
(mots “tpps from ordsmade 
ocutory mots (sep 
list), and Chan final apps 
if required 
Tuesday .....12) 
Wednesday 13 
Thursday ...14 
Friday ...... 15 >Chan final apps 
Saturday ...16 | 
Monday .. 18 
Tuesday ...19) 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
(mots ps from ords made 
Wednesday 20 ( on iuteviae sutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 


required 
Thursday ...21 
Friday ......22 
ae - 23 ) Chan final apps 
Monday......25 | 
Tuesday ...26 


‘App motns ex pte—orgl 

| mots ~ - aes ords made 
on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 


Wednesday 27 


Thursday .,.28 

oe 29 Sacacn 

Saturday at Chan final a 

Mon., Feb. sai 

Tuesday ..... 3 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 

Wednesday 3( on Satecisouteny mots (sep 


list) and Chan final apps 
if required — 
Thursday ... 4 ic yoy & _—— apps and 


final apps 
Friday ...... e) 

Saturday ... 6 

Monday .... 8 ; Chan final apps 


Tuesday ... 9 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 

Wed. .........10( on interlocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 

Thursday ...11 

Friday ......12 


Saturday ...13 
Monday ....15 
Tuesday..... 16 


Chan final apps 


‘App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots—apps from ords made 
| Wed. ... .....17( on interlocutory mots (sep 
j list) and Chan final apps if 
required 
Thursday ...18 
Friday ...... 19 





Saturday ...20 
Monday ......22 
Tuesday ...23 


Chan final apps 


App prea ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 


ae 


Wed. .........24¢ on inter ocutory mots (sep 
list) and Chan final apps if 
required 

Thursday ...25 | 

Friday ......26 

Saturday ....27 ) Chan final apps 

Mon., 1 

Tuesday one i , - , 

pp motns ex 
ro Me —a ae tremneolsmmaae 
WA, .csscsc08 3 on interlocutory mots (sep 


list) and Chan final apps if 
ui 
4S County Palatine apps and 
apps 


41} Chan 





N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I, 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
Mon., Jan. 11...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .. .12...Motions 
Wed. 18 | 5 | Non wit list 


Friday ......15...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday . 


et opposed pets, and 
Monday...... 18...8itting in chambers 


non wit list 
Wed. . ...2:90 | Non wit list 


Thursday ...21$ ote pe teh, J, and non 
\ wit 

Friday ...... 22...Mots and non wit list 
i Pets, sht caus, opposed pets, 

Saturday ...23 rocedure sums, and non 


Weds... 37 | Non wit list 

28 Mots for North, J, and non 
ma wit li 
Friday ..... 29 . Mots and non wit list 


Pets, sht Fine Larne | 
sums, 0 pets, an 
Saturday ...30) non wit . inclu un- 
opposed pets for North, J 
Mon., Feb. 1...S8itting in chambers 
Tuesday . 
Wednesday 3 
Thursday ... 4 ) Wit list 
Friday ...... 5 
Saturday ... 6 
Monday . ... Sitting in chambers 
ov 





16 
Wed. . 17 y Non wit list 
Thursday .. 18) 
Friday ...... i. Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...20) sums, opposed pets, and 
non wit 
Monday......22...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .....23 
, = Non wit list 
Thursday .. 


Friday ...... m4 ..Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 
Saturday ...27 lee procedure sums, and 
non wit list 
Mon., Mar. oP Sitting m chambers 


Tuesday .. 2) 
Wed _ 3! Non wit list 
4 


Friday ...... 5...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, procedure 
of sums, C - petns, and 
non wit 
N.B.—If the witness list should be taken 
yen any days other than those above 
inted, due notice will be given. 
Ww en the witness list is taken, 
further considerations will not taken 
on the 
Any cause inten led to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
cell ye ene of —— ra & 
ro} ju ent or order mi 
e court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
A gepelercgm is to be put in the 


wip —The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are req’ for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T'wo Copies of age | 


of the pro Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pl and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate, which must be left in Court 


with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Cuancery Cover II. 
Me. Justice NORTH. 
Mon., Jan. 11...Mots and adj sums 


Tuesday ... 


12 
PoE t - Adj sums 


Friday yi. .Mots and adj sums 


Saturday ...16{ pe Fa pets, fur cons, & 


Monday......18.. Sitting in chambers 
19 


Wednesday 20 
Thursday ...21 ) Witness actions 
Friday ...... 22 





—— 


Monday...... -. . Sitting in chambers 


Wednesday 
Thursday .. 3S Witners actions 
Friday er 
Saturday 
Mon., Feb. 5 Sitting in chambers 
Wai. ~ ; t 5 Adj sums 
* 4 | Mota for Chitty, J, and 
adj sums 
roasting eee e: Mots and adj sums 
( Sht caus, mg (includi 
Saturday ... 6; yw posed pets for Chitty 


ur cons, & adj sums 
Monday... dese .. U2) dar in chambers 
uesday t 
Wednesday g'10| Adi sume sa 
‘o ‘or Chitty, J, and 
Thursday .. up qumes ’ 





Friday ...... 12...Mots and adj sums 

Sht caus, pets, (including 
Saturday ...13 {inoppose pets for Chitty, 

J), furcons, and adj sums 
= hae ....15...8itting in chambers 

16 

Wed 17 $ Adj sums 
Th 
Friday ...... ..Mots and adj sums 


Sht ‘ 
Saturday . = en ee 
nae, ewe _. Biting i in chambers 


Thursday 
Friday ty 4 Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...27 Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 


suins 
Mon., Mar. 1...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 
Wednesday a} General paper 


Wednesday 24 2| Geaeral paper 


Thursday .. 
Friday ...... 5. wigs and adj — 

\ Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ... 6 {adj sums 1 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 

If witness actions can be taken on any 
other _ than those appointed, due 

notice be given. 


Lorp Caancetior’s Coukt. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 


- aime gua 11.. (ay z in chambers 

Tu y = ots, adj, sums andgen 

Wednesday ' General paper " 

Thursday .. i 5 pap 

Friday ...... 15...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

16) Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 
m pa 


Monday...... 18...S8itting in chambers 

me ; General paper 

Thursday .. a1 — Lag Kekewich, J, and 
ots, adj sums, and wii 


‘ght cans, pets 


(Lt pets for pe 
Saturday .. ‘% | wich, J.),/adj sums, and 


gen pa 
Monday...... *. ae in chambers 


Ear a " tine noty - ) ' General paper 
Thursday . ” a6 | Mote for Kekewich, J, and 
nm pa 
Friday ......29...Mots, adj sums ont eae 
‘sht ss pets - —_ 
unopposed pets for Ke 
Saturday ...30 bmg J.), adj sums, and 
m pa 

Mon., Feb. 1.. Kiting in chambers 
Tuesday ee 

paella 3)__ ; 
Thursday ... 4 7 Witness actions 
Friday ...... j 
Saturday ..6 
Monday...... §...Sitting m chambers 
Tuesday . : 

“Nae 0 , 
Thursday :..11 ) Witness actions 

day ......12 

y 


Saturday ...13 ; 

Monday......15...Sitting in chambers 
16 

scaipaihed 17 ¢ General paper 


— 
Friday ...... 19 .. Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
{ Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 





Saturday ...20 {and gen pa 
Monday......22 ..Sitting in chambers 
y -....23 
eS = General paper 
Friday ...... ar Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
Saturday .. 27 } pos Bom 


Mon., Mat. . Sitting in chambers 


Wed. .. 5 General paper 
Thursday .. ooo 
Friday . wets Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 





2  oetecserersl © |) 


otek Pa? poets 


Se 
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= a. i Ses Se lw 
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gj Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


Saturday -.. 6) and gen pa on Thi ys, Feb. remit ; 
Any cause intended to be heard as a short Saturday (except, Jan. 28 and 30) hy ng 


cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
game can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the n papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the pro} judgment or 
order, must be = with the fudge’ s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
ut into the paper. 
Wi tness Actions will probably be taken on 


monses, 
Actions for Trial with Witnesses will be 
taken on Tuesday, = Ps and con- 
— until the “< following 


Peti- 
tions will be heard suing” ‘that period 
by Mr. Justice Stirling. 


Agine for Trial with Witnesses will also 





other days than those mentioned above. be taken at other times. Notice will be 
Of these "hae not notice will be given. given in the Daily Cause List. 

Business in the tem and Manchester 

District be taken as 


follows :— 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Summonses in Chambers on every yd 
commencing 


Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
_— following will be the Order of Business 


to the days of the week :— 
Monday (eluding the first day of the 


Friday afternoon, 

Friday, Jan. 15. 

otions, Short Causes, Petitions, and 
Adjourned Summonses on every other 


Sitti Monday, January 11th)—Sitt- Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
cin chambers” Jan. 16 (except Saturday, Jan. 30). 
Tuesday......... 
Jhareiay nit Cateye Cuancery Covrr III. 
Friday (except Jan. 22 L at Sh —-etiine Mr. Justice ROMER, 


Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 

from Jan. 11 to April 14, both inclusive. 


and Adjourned 
Tuesday, Jan. 12, will ‘an ‘be a Motion 


day. 
In eddition Mr, Justice Stirling’s Motions 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1897. 
(Continued from p. 177.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 
Andrews v The Gas Meter Co, 1d app of defendant H Finlay from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated J uly 30, 1896 Oct 26 
lambert v Tennant app of deft from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
June 25, 1896 Oct 29 
In re Simpson and In re Whitchurch and The Settled Lands Acts, 1882 to 
1890 app of M NH H Simpson from order of Mr Justice N orth, dated 
July 20, 1896 Nov4 
The Guardians of the Poor of the West Derby Union, in the County of 
Lancaster v The Met Life Assce Soc app of defts from order of Mr. 
Justice North, dated Nov 4, 1896 Nov 12 
TheSame v Priestman app of defts from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
Nov 4, 1896 Nov 12 
The North British Rubber Co, 1d v The Gormully and Jeffery Manufactur- 
ing Co appof defts from order of Mr Justice North, dated Aug 12, 
1896 (ordernot perfected) Nov 13 
In re Watson Watson v Watson Watson v Watson app of defts Roce 
Watson, Watson & anr, from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated July 9, 
1896 Nov 17 
Inre White Scriven v Scriven app of deft C G Scriven from order of 
Mr Justice North, dated Nov 9, 1896 Nov 19 
In re Clayden Clayden v Clayden app of pltf and defts S Clayden and 
anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 1, 1896 Nov 19 
In re the Application of Eastman’s Photographic Materials Co, ld, for 
_ Registration of Trade Mark, No 187,707, and Patents, Designs, &c, ‘Acts 
‘app of Eastman’s Photographic Materials Co, ld, from order of Mr Jus- 
tice Kekewich, dated Nov 6, 1896 Nov 19 
Peebles v Crosthwaite Pasmore v Crosthwaite app of deft. E. Crosth- 
waite, from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Nov 12, 1896 Nov 21 
Rawlinson v Davies app of deft from order of Mr J ustice Stirling, dated 
Nov 14, 1896 (order not perfected) Nov 24 
In re Doetsch Matheson v Ludwig app of defts G Ludwig & anr from 
— of Mr Justice Romer, dated July 24, 1896 quore abandoned 
ov 24 
Divorce Hinchcliffe v Hinchcliffe (Teale, co-respt) app of petnr from 
order of the President, dated Oct 29, 1896 Nov 30 
In re Cosier Humphreys v Gadsden app of plts from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty, dated Dec 3, 1896 (order not ected) Dec 5 
Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v East ‘London Rubber Co app of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Romer, dated Dec 8, 1896 (order not perfected) Dec 10 
In re T F. Brinsmead & Sons, ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 app of the Co 
& Jacob Bradford & aur from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, 
dated Dec 3, 1896 (order not perfected) Dec 14 
In re The London Health Electrical Institute, 1d & The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 
1890 app of R O Hearson, ld from order of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated Dec 2,.1896 (order not perfected) Dec 16 
Tn re The Mersey Ry Co '& Ry Co’s Act, 1867 app of a. Waddell 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 24,1896 Dec 16 
Inre Lever Cordwell v Lever app of deft Sarah Lever from order of 
Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 26, 1896 Dec 18 
In re E J Wragg ld, & Co’s Acts app of G S Barnes from order of Mr 
eer Vaughan Williams, dated Nov 30, 1896 (order not perfected) 


Attorney-Gen v Tod Heatley app of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 24, 1896 Dec 22 

De Candia v Mann, George & Co app of pltff from order py Mr Justice 
og ae dated Dec 9, 1896 (order not perfected) 

Ipre Mary Cathcart & The Judgments’ Act, 1864 appl of Mary Cathcart 





from order of Mr Justice Kekowich, dated Feb 13, 1896 (set down by 
leave) Dec 24 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1896. 


Kennedy v Dodson app of deft J B Dodson from order of the Vice- 
Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Deo 17, 1895 
y 5 
Holt v Smith app of plt from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Say ta Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 16, 1896 (security ordered) 
In re Bohloss Ashworth v Schloss app of defts from order of the Vice- 
yn ye of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated Aug 11, 1896 


A 

Garside v The Liverpool Ry Permanent Benefit Building Soc. appl of plt 
from order of Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
Aug 4, 1896 Sept 2 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1896. 


Ehrmann v Ehrmann app of plts from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated Aug 7, 1896, and cross-notice of deft, dated Aug 14, 1896 (order 
not perfected) Aug 13 

Ehrmann v Ehrmann =< deft from order of Mr Justice Stirling, 
dated Aug 7, 1896 ( not ected) Aug 15 

In re the Manchester & Milford Ry Co & Ry Co’s Act, 1896 app of the 
Cambrian Rys Co from order of Mr. Justice Stirling, "dated Nov 17, 1896 
Dec 4 

Cheetham v Heginbotham app - plts from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated Dec 5, 1896 Dec 18 

Page v "Ratliffe app of plts from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 
18, 1896 (order not perfected) Dec 23 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List), 
1896. 


Debout v The General Steam Navigation Co (Crown side) app of 
ltf from judgt of Justices Grantham & Wright, dated Nov 13, 1896 
Nov 25 
Backmaan v The London General Omnibus Co, 1d _ app of pltf from judgt 
of Mr. Justice Charles, dated November 13, 1896, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Ganthron v C F Richter & B Richter (The Metropolitan Credit Co, clmts) 
(Crown side) app o nr judgt of Justices Grantham & Wright, 
dated Nov 5, 1895 

Collier v Kenworthy app of defs from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated 
Nov 9, 1896, at trial without a jury, Nov 28 

Finlay v The Mexican Investment Corporation, ld app of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Charles, dated Nov 23, 1896, at trial without a jury, Mid- 
dlesex Decl 

The Minna Craig Steamship Co, ld v The Ohartered Mercantile Bank of 

India, London & China app of pltfs from judgt of Mr. — 


Collins, dated Nov 10, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 
Roosen v Rose app of tf from j Fiche Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Nov 16, 1896, at trial thout jury, Dec 5 


Walter & Gould v King app of deft tom of Mr i Charles, 
dated Nov 21, 1896, at trial without a j Miiidlocex, Deo 

Magnolia Metal Co & ors v Atlas Metal , ld & ors ltd ities 
jodgt of nas + ewan dated Nov 18, 1896, at trial without a jury, 


The North Chartered Exploration Co, ld v Riordan app of deft from 
judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated Dec 1, 1896, without a jury, Middle- 


Davis v Sugare app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated 
Nov 14, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Dec 9 
of Lambeth app of defts from j 


A eyard v Vest of Mr Justice 
wkins, da’ ov 28, 1896, at trial without a jury, Dec 12 
vat Aan wire London Equitable Building Soc of defts from 
ted Dec 3, 1896, at without a jury, 


of Mr J es Wright, 
Dec 1 


Dunn v Macdonald of from My Sather Chasien, Sete 
Dec 8, 1896, a etme oe ” hiddlesex Des 


Rockford v § of pltf trom judge of hr Juco Chai, dated 
Dee 11, 1 of pt rom : 
Goodlock v Cousins (Crown 


side) app of pt from jadgt of Justies Wl 
& Wright, dated Dec 10, 1896 
Gos v Moose app of dett from judg of Mr Justice Charles, dated Nov 
Middlesex Dec 19 


30, 1896, at without wb eerste? = a 
Peebles v The Oswaldtwistle Urban District Council of defts from 
ee 1896, at without a jury 
Middlesex Dec 22 
The Mayor, &c, of South Jo ary v The Birkdale Urban District 
Council, respts (Crown SS een ee ee 
and W: ght Dated Deo 9, 1808 
In re H R Elton & In re The Solicitors’ Act, 1888 of HR Elton 
Dec 17, 1896 


from jadgt of Papen Poleck & Me fenee Aan 
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FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
(With Nautical Assessors.) 
1896, 


John o’ Scott—1896—Folio 162 (damage) Owners of SS W M Holby v 
Owners of SS John o’ Scott app of plt-from judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, 
dated June 17, 1896 July 15 

Ratata—1895—Folio 393 {damage) Biornstead & ors v The Mayor, 
Alderman, and Burgesses of the Boro’ of Preston app of pltffs from 
judgt of the President, dated July 22, 1896 Oct 22 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1896. 

Smith & ors (exors &c) v King’s Norton Rural District Council appn of 
defts for judgt or new trial on app from verdict & judgt, dated Aug 6, 
1896, at trial before Mr Justice Collins and a special jury, Birmingham 
(8 o generally) Oct 22 

Robinson v Mayor, &c, of the Borough of Workington appln of pltf for 
jadgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated July 3, 1896, 
at trial before Mr Justice Cave and jury, Carlisle, and cross notice on 
defts Oct 24 

Smith v London & South Western Ry Co appln of pltffrom judgt or 
new trial on app from verdict & judgt, dated Oct 29, 1896, at trial 
— Mr Justice Cave and special jury, Middlesex (s o generally) 

ov 6 


Beatty v Cullingworth appln of plt for judgt or new trial on app from 


verdict & judgt, dated Nov 17, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Hawkins, 


and special jury, Middlesex Dec 8 

Salter & Cov Rich appn of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 30, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Wright 
and common jury, Middlesex Dec 9 

Ashenden v Lukey appn of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 18, 1896, at trial before Mr Justice Cave 
and common jury, Middlesex Dec 12 

Thornton v Lee, Scott, & Gibbons appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on app from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1896, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bruce with jury, Manchester Dec 15 

Bayley v The Incandescent Fire Mantel Stove Co appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1896, at 
trial before Mr Justice Cave and special jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Jenkins v The Great Eastern Ry Co appln of pltf for judgt or new trial 
on app from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1896, before Mr Justice 
Hawkins and special jury, Middlesex Dec 24 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
{In Bankruptcy.) 
1896. 
In re Stogdon (expte the debtor) against a receiving order made by Mr 
Registrar Linklater, dated Nov 21, 1896 
In re Oxenden (expte the Debtor) from order of the Divisional Court 
eee (expte the Debtor) against an order made by Mr Registrar 
ater. 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1896. 


Palliser vy Dale & ors app of pltf from order of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Dec 1, 1896 Dec 14 

The Manx Bank, ld v Daniell app of deft from order of Mr. Justice 
Lawrance, dated Dec 8, 1896 Dec 16 

Bennett v Robins app of deft from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
Dec 10, 1896 Dec 17 

Dombey & Son v Playfair Bros & ors app of deft Lowles from order of 
Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Dec 8, 1896 Dec 17 

The Conservators of the River Thames, applts v The Assessment Com- 
mittee of the City of London Union, in the City of London, and the 
liberties thereof, and the Surveyor of Taxes for the district comprising 
the Parish of St Bride, respts (Crown side) app of applts from order 
of Justices Wills and Wright, dated Dec 10, 1896 Dec 23 

Windmuller v Mack app of pltf from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
Dec 15, 1896 Dec 23 

In re an Arbtn between Spillers & Baker. 1d & H Leetham & Sons app of 
. a & Sons from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated Dec 14, 1896 

ec 

Humphery & ors v Westwood & anr app of J A J Shaw (next friend) 
from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated Dec 24,1896 Dec 24 

The Lingfield Steamship Co, 1d v The North Western Bank, 1d app of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated May 28, 1896 Dec 24 


N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to Dec. 24, 1896, inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hizary Srrrmes, 1897. 
Before Mr. Justice Currry. Saunders v Freeman act 
Cayses for Trial (with witnesses). | Hilliard v Dale act 





Hollender v The Dunlop Pneu- 
matic Tyre Co (France) 1d act 
Edison United Phonograph Co v 
Lomax act 

Wynne v Tempest act 

Diggle v Bleezard act 

Charlesworth v The Old Silkstone & 
Dodworth Coal and Iron Co ld 
act 

Lipman v Branch & Sons act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Couperv Turness act 

Dashwood v Messom act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

In re Lywood Lywood v Wright 
adjd sumns restored 

Inre Miles Miles v Miles adjd 
sumns (to come on with fur con) 

In re Hodge, Green v Hodge adj 
sums Ist adj sums day 

In re Good, Russell v Miles adj 
sums pt hd 

In re Mortimer, Slater v Taylor 
adj sums 

In re E Cook’s Estate adj sums 

In re Abrey & Hughes’s Contract & 
V. & P. Act, 1874 adj sums 

In re Robinson, Arnold vy Robinson 
adj sums 

In re Gedge, Gedge v Gedge adj 
sums 

In re G Smith, Russell v Summers 
adj sums 

In re C T Rhodes, a Solr, & 
(taxation) adjd sumns 

In re The Same (expte C T Rhodes) 
taxation adjd sumns 

In re Thomson Strickland v Thom- 
son adjd sumns 

In re W Wreford, dec adjd 
sumns 

In re Whitaker Ainley v Ainley 
motn to vary, entered by order 

Collins v Samuelson adjd sumns 

In re Sir R Peel’s Trusts In re 
Von der Heyd’s Trusts Peel v 
Osborn adjd sumns 

In re Tocque & Rodyk, Solrs, &c 
(taxn) adjd sumns 

Tn re Weekes’s Settlement & London 
Brighton & South Coast Ry Co 
adjd sumns 

{In re Josse Hall v Josse adjd 
sumns 

In re Hayes & Hulburd’s Contract 
& V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Spry & Foretier’s Settled 
Estates & Settled Land Acts adjd 
sumns 

In re Betts Maclean v Betts adjd 
sumns 

In re Johnston Harris v Chegwyn 
adj sums 

In re Macmullen Macmullen v 
Talbot adj sums 

In re Waddington Bacon v Bacon 
adj sums 

In re Ram Ram vO’Brien adj 
sums 

Wolmershausen v Gullick adj sums 

In re Shilson Shilson v Shilson 
adj sums 

In re Ashbury Elder v Church 
adj sums 

In re T Gladwin & Charing Cross 
Ry Act, 1859 adj sums 

In re Graham & Thomson’s Contract 
&V & P Act, 1874 adj sums 

In re Jack Jack v Jack adjd 
sumns 

In re Beadle Hodgson v North 


adjd sumns 

In re Robertson Long v Knott 
adjd sumns 

Elkins v Capital Guarantee Soc, 1d 
adjd sumns 


Same v Same adjd sumns restored 

In re Budden Budden v Barber 
adjd sumns 

In re Von Hangwitz Von Hang- 
witz v De Wezele adjd:sumns 

m re Middleton Wright v Oliff 
adjd sumns 











In re Collie Blagden v Collie adj 
sumns 

In re Tucker Bishop v Beauchamp 
adjd sumns 

Mitchell v Foster act 

In re J C Orred & ors & The Cen. 
tral London Ry Co’s Contract & 
V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Bishopp Ross v Brewer (W 
H Fitzgerald & anr) adjd sumngs 

In re Same Same v Same (dfts) 
adjd sumns 

In re Frodsham Salmon v Barnes 
adjd sumns 

In re The Sovereign Life Assce Co 
adjd sumns 

In re Bick Wilkins v Lewis adjd 


sumns 

Inre Bennett Ingle v King adjd 
sumns 

In re Clarke & Sinclair's Contract & 
V &P act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Pocock & Oldfield’s Contract 
& N & P Act, 1874 

Sbynn v Ditton adjd sumns 

In re Williams Williams v Williams 
adjd sumns 

In re Harly Atter v Redforn adjd 
sumns 

In re Stilwell Williams v Hoskins 
adjd sumns 

In re Ashton Kilby v Ashton adjd 
sumus 

In re Fry & Weston’s Contract & 
V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumus 

In re S Rayner Mason v Holling- 
ton adjd sumns 

In re A Rayner Mason v Wood 
adjd sumus 

In re Edwards Linnit v Wrench 
adjd sumns 

In re Morley Tabberer v Morley 
adjd sumns 

Farther Considerations. 

Thorne v Radford fur con & adjd 
sumns restored 

In re Whittaker Jones v Wright 
fur con 

In re Jonas Levy Addington v 
Moseley fur con & sums to vary 
pt hd (first Further Consideration 


day) 
In re Stewart Bodtken v Houlder 
fur con 
Before Mr. Justice Norru, 
Causes for ‘Trial (with witnesses). 
Prally Gann act 
Attorney-General v Hendon Rural 
District Board act 
Bendit Bros v Hirth act 
Dye v Patman act set down by 
order 
King v Myers act 
Sampson v Garrud act and counter- 
claim 
Slaithwaite Spinning Co ld v Hirst 


act 

C de Murrieta & Co 1d v Galindez 
act 

Thomson v Floyd & Co act 

Williams v The Furness Ry Co 
act 

Fox v Brady act 

Gibson v Booth act 

Henry v Andrews act 

Abdy v Willett act & counter- 


claim 

Coleridge v Leslie & Cold act 

Garrett v Letts act 

Davis v Aird & Sons act 

Bullivant & Co v The Iberian Iron 
Ore Cold act 

Green v Hatchett act & mf j 

McSwiney v Rose act 

Collins v Cooper act 

Parr v Tompson act 

Pneumatic T'yre Co ld v Rimington 
Bros & Co act 

Same Co v Warrilow act 

McDiarmid v Hamnett act 

Black & White Publishing Co ld ¥ 


Illustrated Press and Photogra- 5. 
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phic Agency Id act 

Hughes, Chenery & Co v Consort 
Deep Level Gold Mines ld act 
& counter-claim (No 5 to come 
on immediately after thie, by 
order) 

Allen v Pritchard act 

Thomson v Thomson act 

Rice v Rice act, m fj & counter- 
claim 

Marquis of Abergavenny v Parsons 
act 

Bartlett v Spiking & Co act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Lovibond v Lovibcnd further hear- 
ing of action (restored by 
order) 

Billiug v Tomkins 
motion by order 
Inre Groom Booty v Groom act 

(not before evidence re-filed) 
In re Fish Lea vFish mf j (not 
before Jan 28) 


m f j and 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Robinson Robinson v Robin- 
son (restored) 

In re Marker, Marker vy Marker 

In re Oakes Clarke v Overman 

In re The Midland & South Western 
Junction Ry Co and Ry Co’s Act, 
1867 (restored) 

Taylor v Denison 

In re Shewell Cameron v Shewell 

In re Dickson Pitts v Dowsing 

In re Barnard Barnard v Hill 

C De Murrieta & Cold v Galindez 
(No 1,411) 

Same v Same (No 1,412) 

In re Hodson Carey v Walters 

inre Pell Norton v Battams 

Barclay v Miles & Co 

In re Grove Grove v Grove 

O’Connor v O’Connor 

In re Casson’s Estate 
vobnson 

Over v Over 

Jn re Tatam 


Skirrow v 


Norton v Thomas 

In re Oliver Oliver v Oliver 

In re Piercy Whitwham v Piercy 

In re Broughton Grice Hutchin- 
son v Moorhead 

Wood v Wood 


Further Considerations. 
In re Harbert Saltwell v Wilkin- 
sop fur con 
In re Leavers 
fur con 
Oliver v Oliver fur con 


Leavers v Leavers 





Before Mr. Justice Sririixc. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Lord Churston v Buller Buller v 

Lord Churston act 
Burton v Simpson act 
In re Buxton Buxton vy Buxton 


act 

Mardon v Engelbach act 

Williame v Jones act without 
pleadings 


Stokes v Prance act 

In re Swinton Newrick v Astbury 
issue for trial 

Hawkins v Rhodes act & mf j 

Harries & Cov Lock act 

Cameron v Smith act 

Lewis v Nantyglow, &c, Iron 
Works, ld issue for trial set 
— by order, dated March 28, 
396 

Whitwham v Manchester, &c, Ry 
Co act 

Monnet v Beck act 

Salter v Bauer act 

Iure Davis Davis v Anger act 

Gardner v Shute act without 
pleadings 

Howard v Bullough, ld v Tweedale 
act 

Dalzell v Stirling act 

In re Davey Davey v Greenfield 
act j 





Attorney-Gen v Bull act 

Burge v The International Tea Co’s 
Stores, ld act 

Henderson’s 'Transvaa! Estates, ld 
v Barnato Bros act 

Tiill v Tanner act 

Stevenson v Harward act 

Clark v Sharp & Co act 

Thornton v Shipley Gas Light Co 
act 

Handy v Evans act 

Martin v O'Driscoll & Co act 

Wicks vy Grover act 

Grey v Wallace act 

Brotherton Tube Co ld v Lawson 


act 

The Birmingham Breweries ld v 
Jamoson act 

The Pneumatic Tyre Cold v Whym- 
per, jun and six other actions, 
consolitated act 

Same Co v MacLellan act 

Sitwell v Worrall act 

Snapper v Fox act 

Griffiths v Marquess of Bute act 

In re The Truffault Cycle and Tube 
Manufacturing Co ld & Co’s Acts 
motn entered in witness List by 
order, dated Dec 4th, 1896 

Clark v Odhams act 

Bower v Broome act 

In re Marriott Marriott v Marriott 


act 

Mayor, &c of Croydon v Locke act 
and counter-claim (transferred 
from Q B Division) 

Ibbetson v Clarkson act 

Lewie v Powell act & counter- 
claim (transferred from Q B 
Division) 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses) 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Dalton v Fitzgerald - act (restored) 

Jan 19, after pt hd 

Bastard v Bastard act (evidence not 
complete) 

Earp v Walsall Union adjd sumns 
2nd motion day to come on with 
motion 

In re Pommery & Tanner, Solrs, 
&c, 1896, P 1,022 adjd sumns 
pt hd 

In re Pommery & Tanner, Solrs, 
&c, 1896, P 1,021 adjd sumns 

In re The Western Counties Steam 
Bakeries & Milling Co,ld adjd 
sumns 

Dale v Powell act (s o 21 days 
after evidence completed) 

Trevor v Hutchings adjd sumns 

North British, &¢ v Mackintosh 
adjd sumns 

Debney v Eckett adjd sumns 

Inre Hughes Fry v Combs adjd 
sumns 

In re Norman Hill Bullen v Nor- 
man Hill adjd sumns 

In re Priest, Hatchard v Priest 
adjd sumns 

Hopcraft v Hopcraft adjd sumns 

In re Williams Williams v Grant 
adjd sumns 

Pereira v Ashby mf j 

In re Bowles & Marshall & V & P 
Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

In re Boseley Johnson v Boseley 
adjd sumns 

In re J C Burton Scott v The 
Hackney 172nd Starr Bowkett 
Building Soc adjd sumns 

In‘re Ennor EtridgevJulian two 
adjd sumns, dated July 1, 1896, 
and Nov 2, 1896 

In re Davy Davy v Davy adjd 
sumns 

In re Atlee Atlee v Atlee & Settled 
Land Act adjdsumns 

In re De Linden De Hayn v Gar- 
land adjd sumns 

In re Phillips Eddowes v Phillips 
adjd sumns 

In re Saunders Saunders v Gore 
adjd sumns 





Earl of Wharncliffe v Edey adjd 


sumns 

In re Nicholson Nicholson v Nichol- 
son adjd sumus 

In re Friedeberg Slomowski v 
Friedeberg adjd sumns 

In re Venn Dudman v Thompson 


adjd sumnus 

In re North Meatesv Bishop adjd 
suns 

In re Deere’s Will May v Spranger 
adjd sumns 

In re Parsons White v Bicknell 
adjd sumns 

In re Game Gamev Young adjd 
sumos 

In re Swift Bishop v Farquhar 
adjd sumns 


Inre Wilmot Wilmot v Betterton 
adjd sumns 

In re Davis Inre Howell Howell 
v Howell adjdsumns 

Inre Friend Friend v Young adjd 
sumns (claims Nos 96 and 96a by 
Eastwood & Co, ld 

In re Denton Ruddock v Denton 
act &m f j 

Stevens v Batten adjd sumns 

Parsons v Bell adjd sumns (Pro- 
cedure) Jan 16 

In re Bentinck Bentinck v Ben- 
tinck adjd sumns 

In re Carnell Carnell v Carnell 


act 
In re Russell Bristow v New 
Zealand Loan, &c adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Hyman Emanuel vy Hyman 


fur con 

In re Bayly Bayly v Bayly fur 
con 

In re Pitkin Pitkin v Solrs to HM 
Treasury fur con adjd from 


Chambers and 5 adjd sumns by 
M How, E Miller, L Young, A 
How, and E Mason 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Lock v Marie Rose Gold Mining Co, 
ld act 

In re Holt In re Rollason Holt v 
Holt act 

Watts v Hanslope Parish Council 


act 

Cooley v Holt act 

In re Howlett Rose v Forster act 

Jamieson & Cov Jamieson act (not 
before interrogatories answered) 

In re Williams Williams v Bar- 
croft act (deft Bradley dead) 

Dean v Sercombe, Son & Co act 

White v Weston act 

Fraser v Mozambique Gold Mines, 
Id act 

In re Hilton Webster v Braxton 
act (Manchester D R) 

Tomasson v White act 

Howard v Brand act 

Hersey v Romer & Haslam act & 
counter-claim 

Fenton v Rolls act 

Jenks v Viscount Clifden act 

Pratt v Lee act 

Farrell v Farrell act 

In re The Peruvian Corpn, Id 
General, &c, Trust ld v The 
Peruvian Corpn ld act 

Roberts v Venning act 

Stepney v The Burry Port, &c, Ry 
Co act 

The Salt Union ld v Harvey act 

Hoe & Uo v Foster & Sons act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Gillard & Co v Warne Brothers act 
(pl s to be delivered) 

Smith v New Publishing Co, Id 


act 

Balston v Medway Paper Mill Co, 
ld act 

In re Egan Giles v Lester Schmitz 
v Giles actt& mfj 

| Whitwill v Kirby act 











Lucas v Prall act 

The Dominion Brewery Co, ld v 
Foster act and counter-claim 
(so until return of Commission) 

Clegg Hill v Bullock act 

Karmel v Manchester, Sheffield, & 
Lincolnshire Ry Co act 

Stevens v Griffia act 

Howard v Howard act 

Jervis v Abdy act 

Iu re Newton Walker v Peck act 
resto 

Miller v Peel act 

Dr. Jaeger’s Sanitary Woollen 
System Uo, ld v Walker act 

Attorney-Gen v Hodgman act 

Fricker v Charlesworth act 

Itter v Frecker act 

Peaston v Clark act 

Williams v Pinckney act & mf j 

In re Bowling Dodsley v Harris 
act 

Long v Lawrence act 

Faber v Mayor, &c, of Poole act 

Sykes v I'he Howard Football Syn- 
dicate, 1d act 

Saxlehner v Apollinaris Co act 

The London Freehold & Leasehold 
Property Co, ld v Baron Suffield 
act &mf 

Birket v The New St Augustines ld 
act 

In re Soumes Church School’s Co 
ld vSoames act 

In re Lister Kelly v Webster 


act 

Durley v Durley Llewellyn v Lew- 
sey act 

In re Coolgardie Mint, &c, Co. 
(ordered to go into Witness 


List) 

Motion v Mills act without plead- 
ings, eet down by order 

Scholetield v Murray act 

Jenkins v Clarke act 

Abbott v Jessop act 

Goodacre & Sons v Mather act, 
counter-claim, and m f j 

Norman v Norman act 

Prince Brew of Dunquah v African 
Mahogany Cold act 

Trustee of Property of C OC Prance, 
&c v Prance act 

Hawthorne v Scott act 

Massey v Hill act 

Day v Challis act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
In re Day Partridge v Day act & 


m fj 

Percival, the younger v Percival, 
the elder special case set down 
by order 

In re Parker Howell v Popkin 
act 


Adjourned Summonses, 
In re Airey Airey v Stapleton 
adjd sumns pt hd (Jan 12) 
In re Renshaw Renshaw v Bayley 


adjd sumns pedo 
In re Bishop’s Ry Co (claim 
of W B G Botfield) adjd sumns 


restored 

In re The London, Brighton & 
South Coast Ry Coand Keeves’ 
Contract & V & P Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 

In re The Marquis of Townshend's 
Settlement ln re Greys’s Mort- 
gages Loftus v Grey adjd 


sumns 

In re Swindells Swindells v Pook 
adjd sumns 

In re Postle Lubbock v Mack adj 


sumns 

In re Kane’s Settlement adjd 
sumus 

Hornsey District Council v Smith 
adjd sumns 

In Hitchcock v Linay adjd 


sumns 
White v The Southend Hotel Oo Id 
adjd sumns 
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Inre Ely Tottenham vEly adjd | Gray & Gilbert ld (petn of A WJ 
sumns Lak 


e 
In re Hughes & Owen’s Contract & | Financial Post 1d (petn of J Baker 
V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns | & ER Watson) 
In re Earl of Portsmouth Earl of | Hewe Cycle & Sewing Machine Co 
Portsmouth v Gaskell adjd | 1d (petn of K M Clark) 


sumns Pelaez Silver Mines ld (petn of G 
In re Goolden Poulter v Goolden | Morley & W Glover) 

adjd sumns 
Salt v New Zealand Midland Ry Co Chancery Division. 

adjd sumns | Tipton Moat Colliery ld & reduced 
In re Oathcart Briens v Cathcart | (ptn of Co) 

adjd sumns Societe Vinicole de Turquie id (ptn 


of Co and shareholders to rescind 


In re Goodenough Marland v 
illi resolutions) 


Williams’ adj sumns 

In re Battams & Hutchinson (taxa- | Montpellier Rotunda Co ld & re- 
tion) adjdsumns duced (ptn of Co) 

In re Miller & Pim’s Contract & V | Manhanset Steamship Cold & re- 
&P Act, 1874 adjd sums | duced (ptn of Co) 

Laidlaw v Whiteside adjdsumns | Palmarejo Mining Co ld & reduced 

Geilinger v Gibbs adjd sumns | (ptn of Co) 

In re G Dodson Morton v Dyson | Mexican Southern Ry ld & reduced 
adjd sumns (ptn of Co) 

In re O'Brien O'Shaughnessy v 
O’Brien adjd sumns 

In re England England v Davy | Companies (Winding-up). 
adjd sumns Lyric Club 1d (to set aside proofs) 

In re Neale & Drew’s Contract & V | Lands Allotment Co ld (taxation 
& P Act, 1874 adjdsumns of bill) 

In re O’Brien & Settled Land Acts, | Hemp Yarn & Cordage Co ld (for 
1882 to 1890 adjd sumns discovery) 

James v Jones Slater vJones adjd | London and General Bank ld (for 
summonse: of pltfs and defts | leave to make a set off) 

In re Foster Thomas v Foster | General Credit Co, ld (to appoint 


Court Summonses. 


adjd sumns | _ new liquidator) 
In reSmith Jackson vSmith adjd | London & Colonial Finance Corpn, 
sumus | ld (for declaration as to misfea- 
eance) 


Further Considerations. | Same Matter (to dispense with or 
Steane v Steane fur con restored | postpone cross-exmn) 
as pt hd | Asia ld (to vary list of contributories) 
In re The Continental Oxygen Co, | Odell ld (on Clayton’s claim) 
ld _ Ellis v The Continental Oxy- | Livingstone Syndicate ld (to vary 
gen Co, ld fur con | _ list of contributories) 

In re Burton Redman v Burton | Nottingham Mining Property (Bar- 
fur con & two adjd sumns berton) ld (to distribute assets) 
In re Pigott Scholefield v Bell fur | Moore Brothers ld (to vary list of 

con contributories) 
Watson & Hiscox (to reverse de- 
cision of Off Rec as to proof) 





Before Mr. Justice VavcHan 
WILLIAMs. 
aes | as an additional Judge of Chancery Division. 
e Chancery Division.) | Stubber v T Daniel & Co ld (for 
Companies (Winding-up). 


sale) 
Same v Same (for leave to cross- 


Petitions. 
Alliance Contracting Co 1d (petn of examine) 
GW Grimwade) Same v Same (declare dividend) 


Meteor Incandescent Lighting Co 
Id (petn of John Day & Co 1d) 
Gold 's of Western Australia Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

ld (petn of G E D Durnford) Companies (Winding up). 
AT Tonnies ld | Hemp Yarn & Cordage Co, ld 
West Australian (Gold District) | (issues of fact) 

Trading Corpn ld (petn of Bowes, | 

Scott'& Western 1d) 

World’s Treasure 14 (petn of D G 


West) 
West Indian & British Guiana Ice 
Co ld (petn of Ade C Bower) 


Same v Same (for discovery) 


Chancery Division. 
Van Den Bergh’s Margarine, ld v 
TC&WACrump,ld TCLW 
A Crump, ld v Van Den Bergh’s 


Margarine, ld act 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Himary Srrtrmes, 1897. 
Srectat Parzr. 

For Argument. 


In re an Arbtn between the Trustees of the Ipswich and Stowmarket Navi- 
gation and the East Suffolk County Council (part heard before Baron 
Pollock and Mr Justice Kennedy, June 11, 1896) Special case. 

Younghusband v Metropolitan District Ry Co Special case 

In re an Arbtn between Gubbins & anr and The Londonand Blackwall Ry 
Co and The Great Eastern Railway Co Special case 

Miles & anr v The Queen (to be taken with Revenue Paper) Demurrer to 
petn of right 

er &c, of Ashton-under-Lyne v Pugh Special case (to be re- 

Williams & anr v Mayor, &c, of Manchester Special case 


In re an Arbtn between Naudszus & anr and Hausloh Special case 








Orposzp Mortons. 
For Judgment. 


Murdoch & Cameron v The Mayor, &c, of Bournemouth (Baron Pollock 
and Mr. Justice Bruce, December 18) 


For Argument. 


The Attorney-Gen v Wright (s o until after trial of action) 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

Ward v Plymouth & Stonehouse Gas Light & Coke Co 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

In re an Arbitration between Fenner & anr and Lord 

In re au Arbitration between Stephenson and The Mayor, &c of Jarrow 
Foley v The Upper Stour Valley Main Sewerage Board 

In re an Arbtn between Hall and Pool 


Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 


Yarrow MclInany v Hildreth magistrate’s case (argued before Justices 
Hawkins, Cave, Wills, Wright and Kennedy, 18th D-cember, 1896) 

Surrey Hawke v Dunn magistrate’s case (argued before Justices Haw. 
kins, Cave, Wills, Wright and Kennedy, 18th December, 1896) 

Met Pol Dist Venner v McDonell magistrate’s case (argued before Jug 
tices Wills & Wright, 15th December, 1896) 


For Argument. 


Worcestershire The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Worcester nisi for manda. 
mus to obey order of Local Government Board 

London The Queen v Kay (expte Lee) nisi for mandamus to tax cost 
of arbitration 

Surrey, Guildford & Godalming Cobbett & crs v Smith county court 
deft’s a 

Yorkshire. W R_ Wetherby, &c, District Council v Hewling magistrate’s 
case 

London The Queen v Lewisham Union (ex pte Lewisham Board of 
Works) nisi for mandamus to enforce Vaccination Acts 

Yorkshire, W R The Queen v Keighley Overseers nisi for mandamuste 
pay money to Bingley Burial Board 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Vearent v London & India Docks Joint Commit. 
tee county court pltf’s app 

Lancashire, Manchester Birch v Gartside & Co, ld county court deft’s 


a 

Sheffield Morrissv Howden magistrate’s case 

London The Queen v Charity Commissioners (expte London School Board 
nisi for mandamus to determine question *‘ re Christ’s Hospital ” 

Lincolnshire The Queen v Deeping Fen Drainage Trustees (expte 
Maples) nisifor mandamus to repair bridge 

Durham The Queen v Durham County Council (expte Hebburn District 
Council) nisi for mandamus to hear appn 

Suffolk, Lowestoft Mayor, &c, of Lowestoftv Turner & ors county court 

ltfs’ app 

Nérfolk TPhe Queen v Longe & ors, Jj & Cooke (expte Great Eastern Ry 
Co) nisifor prohibition to justices 

London Watson for Board of Trade v Dr Jaeger’s, &c, Cold magistrate’s 


case 
Norfolk, Great Yarmouth Woods v O'Donnell county court deft's 


a 

Wiltshire, Warminster Temple v Warminster &c Council & anr county 
court defts’ ap 

London Segrue ia & anr v Loewenstein Mayor’scourt deft’s app 

London Dyer v Southwark &c Property Assoc mayor’s court defts’ 


app 
Yorkshire, Leeds Verity & anrv Weston county court deft’s app 
Dorsetshire, Shaftesbury Rutter v Shaftesbury Union county court 
pltff’s app 
Middlesborough Whickham v Ashe magistrate’s case 
Gloucestershire, Winchcombe Harding v Smith county court 
Yorkshire, Leeds Midland Ry Co v McKay & Co county court deft’s 


ap 
Derbyshire Vallancey v Fletcher magistrate’s case 
London The Queen v Jj of London (expte East London Waterworks (Oo) 
nisi for mandamus to justices to hear app 
Middlesex Mountifield v Ward magistrate’s case 
Gloucester, Colchester Wemyss & Co v Gloucestershire County Council 
magistrate’s case 
Middlesex, Shoreditch Maloney v Rettig county court deft’s app 
Salop The Queen v Hayhurst & ors, Jj (expte Machin) nisi to licensing 
justices to hear appln for license 
Yorkshire, W R The Queen v Jj of West Riding of York (expte Shaw) 
nisi for mandamus to hear 8p 
—— Clerkenwell Heather v Marsh (Marsh, clmt) county court 
pitt's app 
Worcestershire Worcester County Council v Worcester Poor Law Union 
& ors quarter sessions 12 & 13 Vict c 46, s 11 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Moseley v Wood county court plt’s app 
London The Queen v Camberwell Vestry (expte Property and Estates 
Co) Nisi for mandamus to repair drainage, &c 
Staffordshire, West Bromwich Bridge v Woodward county court 
dft’s ap 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Parish & anr v Tomkinson county court 


ts’ app 
Middlesex, Westminster Quinland v Mowlem & Co county court 
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Glamorganehire, Cardiff Broadbent & Son v Pedler & Sons (Pedler, Bros, 
& Co, clmts) county court clmts’ app 

Ipswich Bramble v Low mazgistrate’s case 

Sheffield English v Jackson wmagistrate’s case 

Surrey, Southwark Gearonv Runciman &Co county court dfts’ app 

Surrey, Farnham & Aldershot Shaw v Lutman countycourt dft’s app 

Surrey, Lambeth The Queen v The Judge of the Lambeth County Court 
and Wilson (expte Halses, Trustom, & Co) nisi to hear application as 
to payment of costs 

Yorkshire, Bradford Midland Ry Co v Jabez Cole & Co county court 

Its’ app 

Kent Quinlan v Evison magistrate’s case 

london Crane v The Tyne Steam Shipping Co, 1d county court 
def.s’ app 

Kent, Greenwich Rush v Adames & ors county court defts’ app 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Brett v Rogers county court deft’s app 

Louth Manders v Manders magistrate’s case 

Macclesfield, Cheshire The Queen v The Registrar of Macclesfield county 
court and Boon & Wife (expte Darlow) nisi to issue execution 

Sussex, Brighton Lamond v Richard & ors countycourt plt’s case 

Bradford Khodes v Raistrick magistrate’s case 

Staffordshire The Queen v Birmingham Canal Co (expte Earl of Dudley) 
nisi for mandamus to summon jury to assess compensation 

Cornwall, Redruth Paullv Bawden county court plt’s app 

Cornwall, Redruth Mayne v Bawden county court plt’s app 

Hampshire, Portsmouth Jones v German county court plt’s app 

Glamorganshire, Swansea Stevens v Jenkins & anr county court plt’s 


ap 
Pembrokeshire, Pembroke Dock Elsdon v Way county court plt’s 


app 

Obechire The Queen v Jj for County of Chester (expte Frost) nisi for 
mandamas to hear appeal 

London ‘The Queen v Bird, Esq, & ors, Jj, &c and London County Coun- 
cil (expte Fulham Vestry) nisi to state case 

Cheshire Backhoure & anr v Lea magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Tate v Latham & Son county court defts’ app 

Andover Holloway v Coster mugistrate’s case 

Yeovil Southcombe v Yeovil Union magistrate’s case 

Met Pol Diet Westminster Union v Buckle magistrate’s case 

London McKenna v Union Steamship Co county court pltf’ sapp 

London Smith v Johnson & Co county court pltf’s spp 

Middlesex, Westminster In re Squier, Creasy & ors v County Court 
claimants, London & Eastern Counties Loan Co’s a 

Iondon The Queen v Company &c of River Thames (expte Gosling) nisi 
for certiorari for order granting Waterman’s licence 

Southampton Bursledon Overseers v Clark magistrate’s case 


Revenve Paper. 
For Hearing. 
Causes by English Information. 

Attorney-Gen v The Verderers of the New Forest and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors part h 
Attorney-Gen v Earl of Carlisle & ors 
Attorney-Gen v Dodington 
Attorney-Gen v Brown 

Special Case. 
Re The Mayor, &c, of Borough of Nottingham 

Petition under ‘‘ Finance Act, 1894.” 
Re Estate Duty chargeable on death of the second Earl Cowley 
Cases stated as to Stamp Duty and Income Tax. 
Mersey Docks & Harbour Board (applts), and the Commrs of Inland 
Revenue, respts 

J & P Coats, ld (applts), and the Commrs of Inland (respts) 
Bray (Surveyor of Taxes), applt, and Brothers, respt 








On Wednesday Mr. de Rutzen took his seat for the last time asa 
magistrate of Westminster Police-court, and Mr. Dutton and Mr. Lang- 
ton, as practising solicitors, thanked his worship for the kindness, 
consideration, and courtesy he had always shown. Mr. de Rutzen said 
the work of the court had been rendered easy, because Westminster was 
fortunate in having a most efficient staff. He particularly acknowledged 
the services of Mr. Safford, the chief clerk, and his coadjutor, ‘ 
Proud. Mr. de Rutzen, who goes, says the Times, to Marlborough- 
street in place of Mr. Newton, is succeeded at Westminster by Mr. 
Marsham, from Greenwich. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Jan, 20.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrmr & Craxriexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m.— 

LEASEHOLD RESIDENCES : 

At Hampstead. Solicitor, A. A. Rollaston, Birmingham. 
PROFIT RENTAL: 

Of £55 per annum for & years, secured on Buildings at Stratford. Solicitors, 

Mesars. E. C. Kilaby & Son, London, 

MINING PROPERTY : 

In South Africa. Solicitor, J Davis, London, 
FREEHOLD SHOP PROPERTY: 

At Brighton. Solicitor, E. A. T. Breed, London. 





REVERSIONS : 
ree ee tly een ee ee ne tated Gorermnest ont 
Railway Stock ; — Solicitors, Robb, Tunbridge 
Messrs. Lee, avi, Everington, London. aad ey 
To one-sixth of £3,224 India Three and a Half per Cent. Stock, and Freehold 


House, value £50 per annum; lady aged 76. So Crosse & Sons, London. 
To Trust Fund of £1,000, with poliey; lady aged 45. Solicitors, Messrs. Keighley, 


Arnold, & Sismey. 
To a Legacy of £500; gentleman aged 54. Solicitors, Mesers. Van Sandau & Co, 


To one-eighth of a Trust Estate, value £9,000, in Egyptian Bonds; lady aged 
55. Sclicttoe, Manan P Colinne On Poni. f 
To one-tenth of a Trust Fand value £7,412; lady aged 56. Solicitors, Messrs, P 
Collings & Co., 
LIFE INTEREST : 
Of a lady, aged 48, in £1,990 Rathmines Three and a Half por Cent. Stock, with 
policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Mear & Fowler, London. 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 
For £1,180, £1,000, £500, £500, £225, £225, £150, in Leading Offices. Solicitors 
Messrs. Ford, Lioyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, London, and Messrs. Kitsons 
Mackenzie, & Hext, Torquay. 


(See advertisements on the back page of this issue.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Fatway, Jan. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loursp um Caanocsry. 


Castie Brewery (Hampvre Attowa), Germany, Luuren—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Edwd C Powell, 18, St Swithin’s lane. Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap, 
solors for liquidator 

Hixve Ixvia Russer Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding  aegee Jan 6, directed to be 

eard on Monday, J an 18. Powell & Burt, Bt Swithin's ane, solors for company 

Lanp Mortcace Bayk or Inpta (Creprr Forcier Inpien), Linrrep—Creditors. are re- 
quired, on or before Feb 16, to names addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to J R Boyson, L Fitz Wygram, and Robt Williamson, 4, East 
India avenue, Leadenhall st. Lord, Bank bidgs, solor 

Mawson, Puitiirs & Co, Loarrep (In Votuntary Liguipation) —Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 10, to send their names and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Kdward J. Wilkinson & Co, care of . E, J. Wilkinson, 50, John 
st, Sunderland. Nesbitt, Sunderland, solor to liquidators 

Sitver Kanpy (Ceytow) Tea Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 20, 
to send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Arthure Gartside and Frederic Harrison, 67, Princess st, Manchester 

Sure Moor Coat Co, Liurrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 8, t> send their 
pames and addresses, and the lars of their debts or claims, to John Bell Simp- 
son, Bradley Hall, Wylam on Tyne. Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors 
to liquidator 

London Gazette.—Turspayr, Jan. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep m Caaycery. 


Beeston Berwery Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their 
and of their debts or claims, to Henry Edward 


names and addresses, 
a 10, South parade, Nottingham. Green & Williams, Nottingham, solors to 
iquidator 

Baseupen Murvat Coat Suprry Associatioy, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 1, to send their names and ad and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick George Clark, 56, Ship st, 

Baitisu Isvestors’ Association, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 8, 
directed to be heard on y, Jan 25. Nicholson & Co, 24, Coleman st, solors for 

tner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 


e afternoon of Jan 22 
Sirver Kanpy (Ceyioy) Tea Co, Lourrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
to their names and the particulars uf their debts or claims, 
Roger Arthure Gartside and Frederic Harrison, 67, Princess st, Manchester 


Usuunrep mx Caaxcery. 
Loxpow axnp Geyerat Peruayent Boripine Socizty (1x Votunrany Dissoturiox)— 
Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to furnish particulars of their de’ 
or claims to John Hugh Cross, 337, Strand Robins & Co, Lincoln's inn fields, solors for 
trustee: 
z FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Mount Tasor Giory Lover, Opprettows Farmxpty Society, Golden Fleece Inn, Lane 
Ends, Dec 23 


Keighley, York 
RepHIL. Weence Mew’s Liperat Crus, Garland rd, Redhill, Surrey Dec 30 
Sr _Gensens’s Sicx Beyerit Soctery, Bellringers’ Arms, Sileby, Loughborough, Leicester 


23 
3 oy Ustrep Bretunex Society, Wheatsheaf Inn, St Peter's, Isle of Thanet, Kent. 
Urron Sr Leowxanps Benerrrt Society, National School Room, Upton St Leonards, 


Gloucester. Dec 23 
Versexa or Asutrox Inpersxpert Ancient Sueruxaps, Britannia Inn, Wigan rd 
Brynn, near Wigan, Lancaster. Dec 23 


e8 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gasette, Faivay, Jan. 8. 
Apranams, Micnagt, Old Jewry, Solicitor March 1 Michael Abrahams & Co, Old 


Jewry 
Barer, Frepenicx, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Licensed Victualler Feb 6 Hollingshead, 


Baty, Sana Jane, Kidagrove, Stafford Feb 6 Hollingshead, Tunstall 
Batriz.p, Joux Fixxey, South Kensington Feb18 Belfield, New inn, Strand 
Brexs, Manta, Peckham Febi Francis & Co, Telegraph st 

Brows, Mania Exizazera, Selhurst, Surrey Mari Dean, Clement's inn 

) Baowy, Wit.1am Top, Exmouth, Major-General, 0.B Feb6 Ford & Co, Exeter 
{ Oazow, Manianwe, Southport March 20 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 
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Catnow, James Recnane, Southport March 20 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 
Cuatuex, Avtes, Underhill, Barnet, Herts, Innkeeper March 1 Osborn Boyes, Barnet 


Corprror, Joux, Cannon st, Chartered Accountant Feb 8 Leonard & Pilditch, New 
Broad st 





Carrs, Epwanp, Cirencester Jan 31 Haygarth & Lawrence, Cirencester 

Caures, Faaxces Avousrs, Cirencester Jan 31 Haygarth & Lawrence, Cirencester 
Carrcuey, Josern, Stanley Feb 20 Hosking, Liverpool 

Drewett, Susannan Auetta, East Finchley Feb6 Lewis & Sons, Wilmington sq 

Dontacner, Avexanver, Old Burlington st March 1 William Beck, Leadenhall st 
Exwensox, Many, Bradford Jan18 Farrar, Bradford 

Euxetr, Axna Weymoutn, Ipplepen, Devon Feb9 RB Woosnam, Newton Abbot 
Fons, James Cox, Yeovil, Innkeeper Feb1 HS&S Watts, Yeovil 

Frost, Ricuanp, sen, Hunslet, Leeds Feb1 Carter & Co, Leeds 


Granorr, CHaries Besaeee, Stockton on Tees, Booking Clerk Jan 23 Langley & 


Eiliot, Stockton on T 
Gauxor, Scan, Old Trafford, Stretford Feb1 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 


Hatpixeteix, Wootre, Hyde Park gate Feb 20 Bartlett, Cannon st 

Hepors, Evizanetn, Eaton Bray, Bedford Feb 13 Calcott, Leighton Buzzard 

Hicxox, Wa.ter, Gerrard's Cross, Bucks Feb1 Francis & Co, Telegraph st 

Hopvesox, Witt1aM, Rawcliffe, Yorks March 1 E & T Clark, Snaith, Yorks 

Invine, Faancrs, Tunbridge Wells Mari Colman & Knight, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s 


Joun, Tante, Swansea Mari II Wilson Paton, Swansea 

Joxes, Ex1za, Frome, Somerset Feb10 March, Axbridge 

Larsen, Neits Peter, Northampton Feb 13 Becke & Green, Northampton 

Maapres, Wittiam, Liverpool Feb 20 Oliver & Co, Liverpool 

Mapper, Nicnoras, Lyme Regis, Dorset, Master Mariner Feb6 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Maraerrs, Tuomas, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Labourer Feb 24 Wilkins & Toy, Chip- 


rton 
Sten Geen Southsea, Major General Feb10 Allen, Portsmouth 


Moors, Saran Ans, Gt Yarmouth Jan 16 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 


Newrox, Catueete, Bredwarline, Hereford March 1 Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl, 


d Je 
Powktt, Saw Portsea Feb15 Pearce & Son, Portsca 


Purpy, Juria, Warwick March 1 Sharman & Co, Wellingborough 

Quesrep, Samvet, Acton Feb 26 Mitchell, Bedford row 

Reeves, Repecca, Loose, Kent Feb15 King & Hughes, Maidstone 

Bopcersox, Eowanrp, Blackpool April1 Whitaker, Lancaster pl 

SHaw, Wiii1aM Toren, Derby, Solicitor Feb $ Whiston, Derby 

Sxixven, Jonx, Bayswater March 1 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Swrixscow, Epwarp, Ide, nr Exeter Feb 22 Parson & Co, Sherborne lane 
Tuomas, Jane Exvizanera, Gt Yarmouth Jan 16 Burton & Son, Gt Yarmouth 
Tuawer, Mantua, Southport Feb10 Fletcher & Fletcher, Southport 

Wawace, Mrs. Euiiy, Norfolk crst, Hyde Park Jan 23 Budd & Co, Austin-friars 
Wener, Ecveanor, Sheffield Feb 9 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Witsow, Toomas, Lastingham, York, Yeoman FebS Buchannan & Sons, Whitby 
Woopnams, Lroxaro, sen, Southborough, Kent Feb 5 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
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sisiaeseeeronstnase?"=srnasanciniees Domipesmaaty-sneaea-siasempet onanhenstece een aaa 
tne Os ‘azette.—Torspay, Jan. 1 
Anyotp, Mary Ayn, Hastings Feb 27 7 Grippe & Son, Tunbridge Wells 


Beamer, Canouine Jane, Birkenhead March 10 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

Bew ey, Gzorce Witi1am, Cranbrook, Kent Feb 24 White & Co, Whitehall place 
Batont, Sir Rosert Oxestrnorvs, Worplesdon, Surrey March 1 Wansey & Son, Bristol 
Busseit, Tuomas, Queen Victoria st Feb12 Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury 


Cann, Rev. Epwarp, Ballinasloe, Galway, Ireland Feb 8 Eardley & Co, Charles st, 
St James's 8 

The Rt Hon Witt ross Haz Joun Cuances, Earl of Limerick, Welwyn, Hertford Feb 
Roopers & Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dare, Wetuixoton, Penzance, Cornwall, Solicitor Feb1S8 Adam & Thring, Bath 


Exuis, Cuantes, Leamington Feb 5 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 
Essuir, James Josern, Kobe, Japan March 31 Tolley, Pancras In 
Evans, Cuagies, Bognor Feb18 Garrett, Gt James st 


Fraser, Pataick, Stoke d’Abernon, Surrey, M D Feb 3 Hanhart, Southampton st, 
High Holborn 
Ger, Macpavens Estuer, Liverpool Feb13 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 


Green, Anne, Poole March 1 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 

Grees, Jutia, South Norwood March 1 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 
Harpwick, Grorcr, Mansfield, Notts, Confectioner Feb1S Alcock, Mansfield 
Harpwick, Cuagues Ricnarp, Manchester Feb5 Janion, Manchester 
Hearn, Mary Axx, Ugborough, Devon Feb6 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 
Heywoop, James, Manchester Feb1 LR & G Entwistle, Manchester 
Homes, Micuar., Oxenhope, York Feb10 Spencer & Clarkson, Keighley 





! 


Jevons, Tuomas Hewny, Liverpool, Iron Merchant Feb13 Tetlow, Liverpool 


| Jounsox, Marcaret, St Helen’s, Lancs Feb 1 Thomas, St Helen's 
| Ketry, Tomas, Thomas st, Oxford st Feb 22 Fooks & Co, Carey st 


| Mackay, Cunistina, Hammersmith Feb15 Marray & Co, Birchin lane 


| 


| 
| 





Matcoum or Portrattocn, Rt Hon Auice Freperica Baroness Feb 9 tobias £ Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Morrert, Joun, Thiraton Sh®W, Northumberland, Farmer March7 Webb, Morpeth 


| Morrett, Frances Janz, Thirston Shaw, Northumberland March7 Webb, Morpeth 


Ranvat, Martna, Trowbridge, Wilts Feb1 Mann & Rodway, Trowbridge 

Rina, Jouy, Kilburn Feb1 A’Barrow, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Owen, Ex1za Ayn, Bromsgrove, Worcester Feb 8 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Payye, Beysamin, Wandsworth Feb12 Kayes & Jones, New inn, Strand 

Putvey, Henny, Bedford Feb9 Whyley & Piper, Bedford 

Quartermay, Jesse, Aston juxta Birmingham Feb1 Newey, Birmingham 
Sanpers, Mary Anve, Cheshunt, Hertford Feb8 Merriman & Co, Austinfriars 
Suaw, Henry, Deopham, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 22 Garrod & Wilson, Diss, Norfolk 
S.atenr, Tuomas, Stone, Stafford Feb13 Birch, Stone 

Surra, Jasper, Forest Gate March1 Turner, Basinghall avenue 

Tayton, Huon, Edgbaston, Warwick, Silversmith Feb10 Sydney & Co, Birminzham 
Tuomas, Amecia, Llanfabon,Glam Feb9 Leigh & Horley, Cardiff 

Tors, Geonat, York Feb 23 Wilkinson, York 

West, Grorce Henry, Denmark hill Feb 10 A Griffith & A F Donald, Stroud Green 
Wuiuston, The Rev Ronserr, Rochester, J P Marchi Arnold & Co, Rochester 
Wivxrnsoy, Exvizanetu, Easingwood, York Feb 23 Wilkinson, York 

Witu1ams, Morris, Liandegfan, Anglesey Feb7 Jones, Bangor 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gaxette-—¥nivay, Jan. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barrows, Davip Tuomas, Mansfield, Notts, Boot Manu- 
facturer Nottingham Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 


Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 


Srort, Jouy Wruurax, Binhine, Chemist Swansea Pet | Harnis, Purcip, Leeds, 


| Octivie, Joun James, Warwick Bridge, nr Carlisle, Inn- | Geoncr, he Islington, Cycle Manufacturer Jan 
keeper Carlisie Pet Jan6é Ord Jan6 
tes Grorce, Radcliffe, Lancs, Gas Stoker Bolton | Garriras, Wittiam, Wrexham, Seedsman Jan 18 at 


15 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


Stoxr, Atreep, Cubley, Dabs, Farmer Burton on Trent | Gussy, Henry Arruur, Leicester, Furniture Dealer Jan 


15 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Schoolmaster Jan18at12 Off Reo, 


Boxp, Moraan Gronor, Bridgend, Bak: Ca 2 Jan6 Ord Jan6 22, Park row, 

Dec 15 Ord Jan 5 ™ a — Surcuy, THomas Marraew, Sutton st, Commercial rd, | Hays, ee Pilsley, ag Collier Jan 19 at 3 Off 
Brave, Jony, Brompton sq High Court Pet Dec12 Ord Undertaker High Court Pet Jan4 Ord Jan I St Mary’s gate, D 

Jan 5 | Warsurron, Toouas, Gt Barr, Staffs, Commission Agent Harwesra, Wiitam, Ossett, Yorks, Plumber Jan 15 at3 
Broapnurst, Stepney, Kinlet, Salop, Farmer Kidder- Walsall’ Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 5 oO chmbrs, Batley 


Been r IE Dee 21 n ~ 4 Dee 21 | 

HERHOOD, James, Tunbrid Vaile ttl 

— nang Pet Jan 4 S Ord Ja Mega . 
FTON, ILL1AM Henny, Hunslet, Woollen Manufac- 
turer Leeds Pet Dec St Ord Dec 31 ral 


Ord Dee 29 


os = ‘ov o> Jan 5 | 
very, Epwix x 
= Pet Jan 0 or 8, Leicester, Hairdresser Leicester | 
1xox, Josera Cawkwewi, Bradford, Worsted - 
turer Bradford Pet Jan2 Ord Mens _— | 


Exuis, Jonny Puriuirs, Millb k, Co: = | 
mouth Pet Jan6 Ord Jang 7 ewe Baker Ply- | Ans 


Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Guay 
IDGE, Jonx, 


Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Frexcu, Dae wy nll Plymouth, Fisherman Ply- | Brrp, Aurrep, tepney,  « hecsemonger Jan 15 at 2.30 


Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 6 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


JetLy, Hervert, Hirwain, Glam, Builder Aberdare Pet | Bopcer, WatTer Rawpa, Tottenham, Clerk Jan 16 at 


Jan4 Ord Jan 4 


Amended notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of Dec 18 : 


bate Carman, Newbury st, Stationer High Court | Watrox, CHaRues Pexoeswe, Twickenham Brentford 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Appravey, Farperick Ceci, aounte bldgs Jan 15 at1 Gri 


Warp, Evuvunp, Croydon, Plumber Croydon Pet Dec 29 —— Aurnep, Howden, Yorks, Carter Jan 16 at ll 


¢, Trinity House lane, Hull 
Ines, ArnTuur, Penselwood 
at 12.30_ Off Rec, Salisbury 
Jos, Jouy, Liv , Gueer Jan 18 at 12 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria st, verpool 
Kenprick, Joun Apams, Chester, Bill Poster Jan 18 at 12 
t chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Lampert, Ropert Wittiam, Redbourne, Lincs, Blacksmith 
Jan 16 at 11 Off Kec, 15, Osborne street, Great 


» Somerset, Innkeeper Jan 15 





y 
Les.ir, James, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Jan 15 at3 


: 4 r, Carnarvon, Boot Dealer Jan 20 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Evirr, Ausext, Bradford Bradford Pet Jan 2 Ord | | ante er penne gp a denhall sy Sponge Mer- 


chant Jani18at12 Bankru Carey st 
es ~~ ey =p Retby, Leicester, Baker Leicester | Brune, Trworny, Southsea, Bute hy J 


Lock, Cuagies 


ing, 
Bavkru office, 1, St ‘aidate Oxford 
an 19 at 3 Off | Maxton, Marruew, Colwall, Hereford, Cab Proprietor 
Jan 18 at 11.30 Off Ree, 49, Copenhagen st, Wor- 


ENRY, -_ Eowarp Witu1am Lock, 
ughtermen Jan 15 at 12 


Marsuatt, Samvet Georce, Stoke Damerell, Devon, 
Carpenter Jan l5at12 10, Athenseum terrace, Ply- 


11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue mouth 
a — a Newington, Baker Edmonton Pet | Brostzn, Joux, Neston, shy Liverpool Farmer a 19 at 2.30 | Owex, Epwarp Daviss, Ashton, Cheshire, Hay Dealer 
36, Victoria s vi 


seer —— hicies, Wakefield, Labourer Wake- 


Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 Brumey, Evversy, 


Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


erpool 
Mane, Avenep, Narberth South, Pembroke, Farmer Pem- | Burny, Exias, Leeds Jan 18 at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 


e Dock Pet Jan4 Ord J 


ie, fe ag ag Colwall, Hereford, Cab Proprietor Cuamas, Os Gores Faeperick, St Leonard’s on 11.30 Court 


Jan4 Ord Jan 
waPet Jano Ord Jan Brixton, Saneteitene High Court Hastings 
‘ARKIN, ARTHUR ~~ Samborne, C l, 
tee os — rne, Cornwall, Grocer 
regu, Joux, Didsbury, Lancs Stockport Pet Jan 6 | 


Prog, _ Fa ichen, 3.8.0. Yorks, cota 


Dealer Jan 18 at 11.30 


Southampton 


erpool 
thport, coinee Jan 20 at 2.30 Off Che 


Fioyp, Epwarp Cuartes Roaps, Botley, 
Market ener Jan 15 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4, East st, 


— = at 12.30 Crypt chambers, Eastgate row, 


Parkix, Henry Samvuet, Ripon, Yorks, Cabinet Maker 
Janis at 11.30 Court house, Northall lerton 

Pcarr, Wittiam, Middleham, Yorks, Jockey Jan 18 at 

house, Northallerton 


Jan 19 at 2.45 Young & Sons, Bank place oy Witiiam James Rarrensusy, Devonport, Farm 


bourer Jan l5at 11.30 10, Atheneum ter, Ply- 





Crayton, Taomas Wit.tam, Carshalton, Surrey, Market mouth 
Gardener Jan15at12 Bankruy dga, 
Epmowpsoy, Curistoruer Jouyx, Ripon, Yorks, Cattle 11.46 


Rosrrts, Davin, Lilannor, Carnaryons, Farmer Jan 21 at 

Crown Hotel, Pwllheli = 

house, Northallerton ev ey Jaye, North Malvern, Wores Jan 1¢6at 

Southampton, 11. ff Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester = 

Grocer Jan 15 at 11 Off Rec, 
ugh 


Carey st 


Roms, th 
4, Newborough 
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a 
yuoxs, Grorok, Radeliffe, Lancs, Gas Stoker Jan 18 at | Moonss, Wittiam new Blackpool, Hypnotist Preston 
pool me Woot ct, Belton Cardiff, Boot Manufact Postwar, Ou oy pone Guildford Path ane 
paLe, Horace Epwarp, acturer RTWAY ESSEL JOuy, nr Guild- 
all place —7) 18 at 3 ore =, Gane st, C , ford Pet Janz Ord Jan7 ee _ Lodging-house Keeper Bath Pet 
Son, Bristol Broxs, ae _ uw opin Daby armer Jan 18 at 11 Off — Wood Green Edmonton Boutox, Oma UR, J Padiham, Tanes, Boot Maker Burnley 
yon, CHARLES Frepenick, East Twickenham Jan 15 | Rivgovr, Martna Aww, Fontmell Magna, Dorsets, Farmer Torq Grocer Exeter 
Charles st ory Off Rec, $5, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue Salisbury Pet Jan? Ord Jan7 — Saran waryic taht dh nee 
| : Warp, * ry un, Croydon, — Jan 15at11.30 24, sroxes,Parpanin, Didsbury, Lancs Stockport Pet Jan ae Wa Hexax, Stretton smore, War- 
ord Febap Wixixsox, Joun, Hulme, Manchester, Grocer Jan 16 at | Srorrer, Jonny, Walthamstow, Brickmaker High Court Ouapt Epwix Lawrence, pe Wt Jen Ord Jan 8 
“Bath 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester Pet Dec 19’ Ord Jan 7 Pat Jan6 Ord Jan 7 2 
net extn einai ee Tuomas, Hexry Gronoe, Clifton, Bristol Fiecp, Witi1am Henay, Wrington, Somersets Bridg- 
ee ee Lee Se eee ied in 22 Ord Jan 8 ” ae = water Hot Jau 8 Ord % 7 tn Sateeatey Bis 
Oares, Gzorce, Old Penshaw, Durham, Joiner Jan 15 at Warxen, Huvay De 1 Panic . Wigh Coast ‘Set “"Jan6" Ord Jan? . 
: 12 Off Ree, 26, John st, Sunderland i a bye Wyshem, Seedaman Wrexham 
ampton st, Amended notice substituted for that ublished in the 
ADJUDICATIONS. London Gazette of Nov. 24: Harms, Huantar Howat, wane Gonemdn, Safete 
prwaN, Mark Aurrep, Leadenhall st, Sponge Mer- | Timsox, W Jounsox, Shirley, Worcs Bi ham ret Sparkhill, Birmingham, argeon 
Bat High Court PeDeo? Onijaae Nov4 Ord Nov 20 irmlaghem 0 | a Se ee 4 
Bannows, Davip Tuomas, Mansfield, Notts, Boot Manu- Heywoop, Jauss Granam, Didsbury, Lancs, Ironfounder 
facturer Nottingham Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 FIRST MEETIN’ 7 Pet Dec 5 Ord Jan 8 
eld Bsoapuurst, Steruey, Kinlet, Salop, Farmer Kidder- Gs. Hicxsow, RRY snr New Cleethorpes, Lincs Gt 
minster Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 30 Barrows, Davip Tromas, Mansfield, Notts, Boot Manu- 4 Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 7 
i Beooran, Joux, Neston, Cheshire, Farmer Birkenhead peri’ Jan 19 at 12 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Moon, aa P obey wich, Haulier Walsall Pet 
2 3 bam an 
BaorueRuo0op, James, Tunbridge Wells, Cattle Deal Bonp, Tuomas, Torquay, Grocer Jan 21 at 10.20 Off Rec Axrtoy, Blackheath Greenwich 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 2 ™ 13, Bedford een, Exeter . , ina € kh G Pet Jan 8 Ord 
; Guarrox, be = ge ~ 5 > Sehr Manufacturer Baarrox, Q Faasom, Crowley, Jen 2at2.30 Off Rec, | Masox, ee — Manufacturer North- 
) b ’ '’ 
Danrox; Can = Hite hin, Herts, Wood Dealer Luton | beg a" Jan 19 at11 Bankruptcy | Mexcuant, Epmoxp Layapon, “ae Stephen’s by Saltash, 
Dixox, Josern Cawxwewt, Bradford, Worsted Manu- Bnormsnnoon, ca. Tunbridge Wells, Cattle Dealer ae na 4 | ’ Hypnotist Preston ; 
facturer Bradford PetJan2 Ord Jan2 Jan 20at12.15 C J Parris, 65, High st, Tunbridge Pet Jan7 Ord,Jan7’ 
Euus, Joux Pururs, Millbrook, Cornwall, Baker Ply- Wells Norara, Micuart, Piccadilly, St James's _ Tebacee Mer- 
, - mouth Pet Jan6é Ord Jan6 Coury, Natruanie., Newb st, Stationer Jan 19 at 12 : ( 
bias & Co, tog oe Be ye a He ury st, chant High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord J 
ei radfo: radford Pet Jan 2 Ord Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st Scorr, ALDERT Bowsse,, worth, Staffs. pn 
Morpeth FRenc iu, CHARLES FREDERICK, Plymouth, Fisherman Ply- => seranien 2 ee ee ee 8 Ha Dee voy tel Lindley, Huddersfield Hudders- 
Morpeth mouth Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan6 ; Danses, einen. Scone, 2 Herts, Wood Dealer Jan 22 weld "Pet Dec 16 Ord Tg % 
aperan, Sanen Mesesnars ganas, Bale, School- pee "Gum ine he euis tania Gnas Joun a by ee Haberdasher 
Turville. Buck e ealer Jan ecster 
ge ge Hy 3 =p ae ep ay Beerhouse at 12 Bankruptcy bl Skeet, a Macuhot Hants, Ironmonger Guild- 
an Mensane, Hincain, Gia Daiid pd i ted Dixon, Joseru CAWKWELL, Now eg Worsted Manufac- ford Pet Dec 15 Ord Je Jan 9 
x gem ey > , Builder rdare Pe’ vs turer = 20 ooo a ny bog Manor row, Bradford | Strokes, se Ee, Set Manas Delater Sets 
oa ‘ ae ee URDEN, JOHN, ey, an 20 at 11 23. an 8 
Ipemwcon, Hacmase —~ Fy = fa eames . eye row, Birming * | Watson, Soe Se, = on Herts, Grocer 
‘ ath & ; - virr, Apert, Bradford, Yorks Jan 20 at i2 Off Rec Hertf 
wae Mase, aoe -, Se Se, Sean, Farmer a1, or Tow, Bradford ba a — st, Architect High Court Pet 
orfolk Maxtox, Marruzw, Colwall Herefords, Cab Proprietor Gannurr, Gronor Wrisam, Nowesstle on Tyne, Licensed nisin nist 
Worcester PetJan4 Ord Jan 4 Victualler gd at11.30 Off Rec, Moseley st, New- 
m=. 5 ie aymarket, Restaurant Keeper G castle eee A twith, Cardi 
igh Court Pet Dec3 Ord Jan 5 LiTHEROK, Samvet, Aberystwit 1 intended publi tion 4 
1ingham Buses, Vassensce, Milnrow, Lancs, Flannel Manufacturer @ Victualier Jan 29 at 12 Town! hall, Aberyotwith AU letters for - tm the 
Roc e Pet Dec31 Ord Jané6é ODWIN 4 Peg vizes, Provision "Dealer an 20 at * Solicitors’ Journal” authenticate 
Suir, Joun comme, Serene Bridge, nr Carlisle, Inn- G 13 (0 ft Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol a wat Be . 
eeper Carlisle Pet Jané Ord Jan 6 RAY, GEORGE, No! yme. es, Horse Dealer Jan 26 name writer. 
id Green Panxix, Anrnur Tuomas, Camborne, Cornwall, Grocer at 12 Off Rec, 45, High st, Boston by te of oe y 
Truro PetJanS Ord Jan 5 Guuurver, Saran Exizavetn Mancuanr. Ealing, School- : x . 
Prcxenixa, JOuN, , Didsbury, Lanes Stockpor: Pet Jan 6 =e Jan 21 at 8 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs,| Where difficulty is experienced im procuring the 
Puatr, Witu1Am, Middleham, R S O, Yorks, Jock Hawnam, Mesuacu, North Kensi m Jan20at12 Of Journal with regularity, tt is requested that 
Northallerton Pet Jani Ord Jan 2 ” sirud ‘ 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue os as aed Publish 
Simons, Gzorar, Radcliffe, Lancs, Gas Stoker Bolton Harr, josmua amILtoN, Sparkhill, Birmingham Saur- application be made direct to the 4 
% Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 - = 22 5? 12 23, ee . Birmingham 
N ED, Cubley, Derbys, F: ckson, Harry Newmancn, 5 Jan % 
-_ da wes, ALYRE > Oa ley, c rbyz, Farmer Burton on Trent Of ee, 15, Ost “ ey 3 ty an 20 at 11 
ttingham Storr, Joux Witiiam, Swansea, Chemist Swansea Pet 1uMENS, Frepenick, Nutbourne, Sussex, Dealer Jan 20 
jan 18, af Jan 6 Ord Jan6 Keay “| at8 "Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 
Tuvor, Jouy, sen, Jonn Tupor, jun, Penlan, LI . 
aler Jan ee " Aberystwith ‘Pet ne 7 Ord J Jan 5 agin i BCT avilion viliew tides oe — wmbadides ire 
» Of Res, oO Oeeiegeliocemagaar bo aan, Bahra deter aw 20) Fi URNITURE 
Wattos, C § 7 3K i underlan 
at 3 Of a Pct Dec a ea, Twickenham Brentford | 7 pwis, Ayman, Birmingham Jao 21 at 11 23, Colmore 
- meg Birmingham — Nee eEEE rae EERE EeEe ERE 
an 15 at3 Saisie Aiden Matin Sus thy SON, “ioe Brixton Jan 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
16 at If RECEIVING ORDERS. ae, Se 4 Pm eel Jan MAPLE & CO. FI 
oa Barr, Henry, Bath Bath Pet Jan9 Ord Jan9 df Ne eae 78 for UF OPES 
Jan 15 Norris, Mary Sanan Mencaanrt, Frome, Somersets Jan Board Rooms, and 
Borrox, Crarum, Padiham, Lancs, Boot Maker Burnley 2iat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple ayne —_— 
f Ree, 35, Pet Jan9 OrdJan 9 Parkis, ArTuus Tuomas, Camborne, Cornwall, Grocer Committee Roome 
Boxo, Tuomas, Torquay, Grocer Exeter Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 20at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro OFFICE y for Banking, In- 
18 at 12 ans Pearce, Wittiam Ganipatpt, Chiswick, Bootmaker Jan —_—— 
aad Busu, Tom, Torquay Exeter PetJan6 Ord Jan6 20 at 3 221 (third floor), Temple chmbrs, Temple surance and_Rail- 
acksmi Courrox, Witit1Am Henny, Stretton on Dunsmore, War- — a 
it, Great — Cattle Dealer Coventry Pet Jan 8 Ord ig ee Sue tegen Merchant Jan BANKS Societies, and 
n 15 at 3 Day, Viotxrre Many, Chiswick, Fine Art Dealer High te an te _—_ Court Jan 20 at 11 Bank- Private Firms, and 
a Court PetJans Ord Jans ‘ ‘ bein: nufac- 
mu Lox me Fiziy, Wituiam Henry, Wrington Somerset Bridgwater Bosses Soe Walsall, Grocer Jan 21 at 11.30 Of Ree, a 
or Pet Jan8 Ord Jan & : use Witusam Frepericx, Wickham Market, ao 
tg Sa — , 7. . : ha arke 
prt Goines Guowor Hixxy,  Mulberton, Norfolk, Farmer |"""Ruftolc Jan 10 at 12.16 OM Rec, 0, Princes st large scale aro able 
st, Wor- . tear : wi 
, » Hexnewr Hows, Well , ps & out _all 
Ren Re tele Sapo Talo | snore You wauan, Geom, Cunt Jn 2008 2.5 | ROOMS sock eds ia 
ce, Phys tse, Br excer, Cannon st High Court Pet Nov 13 Ord Srovren, J Joux, Walthamstow, Brickmaker Jan 19 at 11 most _ expeditious 
Hewrs, Atyrep Wituiam, Forest Hill, K mruptoy bidgs, Carey manner. 
Dealer Sacemerials: Pet Jan 6& Ord Jan 6 am, Baer cial Jauzs Greenwoop, Bingley, Yorks, Beer Dealer FIRST i 
je TOW; Hickson, Hanny Newmancn, New Cleethorpes, Lines Gt Jan 19 at 11 Off Rec. 31, Manor row, Bradford at the smallest cost 
Meh Grimsby Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 7 Tayvor, W1LLIAM Jou, Brixton, Auctioneer Jan 21 at 11 consistent with 
aket Honsox, Joux, West Bromwich, Haulier Walsall Pet Bankruptcy bldgs, Carev st epee epg ps od 
Jan8 Ord Jan8 Tuomas, Huxxy Guorer, Clifton, Bristol — 20 at 12.30 CLASS good materials 
an 15 at Howsx, Tuomas, Bermondsey New rd, Butcher High Off Ree, chmbrs, Corn st, Bristo and workmanship 
oF Court Pet DeciZ7 Ord Jan8 Tuomrsox, Hexny, Birmingham, ices Dealer Jan 22 
u Pie Losxay, Aytoy, Blackheath Greenwich Pet Jan8 Ord at 11 23, Colmore row, ham Betieneten Sze. 
r, Ply Jan 8 Trower, Witt1am, Stoke Newington Jan 19ati11 Off 
— Mecxan, Ausann, Whitefriars st High Court Pet Jan Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
9 Ord Jang Vaorier, Freperic Gaston Rosert, Christchurch, Hants E 
n 16 at ecuawr, Epuuxp Lanxepox, St Stephen’s by Saltash, Jan 19 at 12.45 Grand Hotel, Bournemouth . 
penned, Farm Bailiff; Plymouth Pet Jan 7 Ord Wes, Wiit1am, Finsbury Park, Builder Jan 21 at 12 
Mf Rec, Moons, War 
’ ER, mame Lampmaker Birmingham | wyy1amsox, Joan, Gt Wi: Essex, F 
‘armer Feb 
Pet Jan 9 Ord Jan 9 12 at 12° Cups Hotel, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
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EDE AND SON, 


ROBE AoteR, MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
THE EVER-READY LETTER COPYING PADS. 


S LEAROYD’S PATENT. 
No press copying, no damping, no thin ptper. 
= ow 188, which are equal to originals, can, when desired, 
ss copied, after the letter has been despatched. 
In bicoks of 100 Sneets, quate, with all requisites, 


3s. . each 
Leather and Cloth Cases to contain the above, 
when a eoutres, 3s 6d. and és. 6d. each. 
OM ALL STATIONERS, 
WATERLOW x SONS, Liw., Sole Licensees and 
Manufacturers. 


PROF. A. LOISETTE’S © 
ASSIMILATIVE MEMORY SYSTEM. 


he last, most complete and perfect edition. 
Speaking without Notes. Mind Wandering Cured. 
Indispensable in preparing for Examinations. 
Handsomely bound, with Sa and autograph. Price 
$2.50 American, 16s. 6d. lish. Prospectus, with 
opinions of Educators, Bolentifie, rofessional and Business 
en all over the world FREE.—Address, A LOISETTE, 
287, Fifth Avenue, New York, or 200, Regent-st., London. 
Not Sold elsewhere. 








THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


*e Seda. os. 


Every uisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
rey shortest notice. 





— BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMO ORANDA and ARTICLES OF fa ots nega 


Gacibidon. SHARE CEUTIFICATES, D ENTURIS 


ear aed &c., engraved and rinted. 
SEALS designud an and executed. No ge for aoe 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationess, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANE 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London. 


TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum ee balances, when not drawn below £100. 

STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 





SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives smail 
gums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
aompleted £1. 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHCiD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO FURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
YOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MOXTE. 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &e. 


SPINK & SON, Gunga. AND Seprseemems, 17 AND 18, Procanttity, W., and at 1 ame 
GRACECHURCH-8TREET, ConNHILL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that the Y ACCURAT 
eter o above for the Lecat Prorsssiox or PURCHASE the samsz for cash if desired. | 
ished 177 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


ee ‘LONSDALE PRINTING WOR 
DALRYM PLE HOM E, LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. Pes See eee ee 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to | ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARI 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS, : 


R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 

rt | : 

animes ame ABUSE of DRUGS | BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINE 

NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, And all General and Commercial W: 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
23 Guineas. 








Every description of Printing—/arge or onal 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, | Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI WN 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.C.S8. (Eng.) aoe 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Pab 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contracts entered into. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and | 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


STREET a his le ig 
FIENEY GREEN, Advertisement Agent,  @0 LD PEN, 
s to direct the attention of the Legal Profession | 
WITH DIAMOND POINT, 


to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of | 
fifty years, in the insertion of all pro forma notices, | 

B. | Anti-corrosive—Flexible—Durable—Adapting 
to any Handwriting. 


&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N. 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 

Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. | 
| With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete an 


solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaratien. | 

Official stamaps for advertisements and file of ‘‘ London 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holders~ 
| Fluted Pattern, complete a a 


Casette™ kept. By appointment, 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete 


BRAND & CO’S_ 
SPECIALTIES 7.7. 
Fon INVALIDS. 0 2. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, e 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grecers. 





‘ALEXANDER & SHEPH 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


cople’s Edition, price 6d., with Portrait. (Special it 
for quantities. ) c 


JOSEPH MAZZINI, 
A Memoir by E. A. V. 4 

With TWO ESSAYS by MAZZINI~— 

BRAND & CO., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS | “THOUGHTS ON DEMOCRACY” | 


VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. AND 
“THE DUTIES OF MAN.” 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. UAE gi a 


E 7 ed S’ = ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, Purnival St Lon 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COGOA 


_WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 


N ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 

4 Baker-street Station. Trains and omnibuses from | 
all parts. GRAND ECCLESIASTICAL a pe gh | 
containing Lifelike and Realistic Portrait Model of H 8 | 
Grace the Archbisho _—< Centerbury (Dr. Temple, D.D. y, | 
&e. The celebrated Roumanian Orchestra. Performances | 
every afternoon andevening. Admission, Is. Open from | 
10 a.m. till 10 p.m.—Madame Tunews Exhibition. 


MHE Z00LOGICAL SOCIETY'S 
GARDENS, Regent’s-park, are OPEN DAILY 
(except Sun mee from 9 a.m. till sunset, Admission, 1s. | 
children 6d. 


Cae aon recent additions are three Lion Cubs, pre- Ss. FISHER, 188, St 


sented by C. A. Osborne, Esq., anda Klipspringer Antelope. 














